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ABSTRACT

Past research has found that verbal and nonverbal communication are both powerful
vehicles for impression management in the employment interview. Research on the socialpsychological trait of self-monitoring suggests that people differ in terms of their skill at
impression management The primary purpose of the present research was to detennine if
candidates' self-monitoring orientations are related to interviewers' ratings and hiring
recommendations in actual employment interviews (Study 1) and to candidate impression
management behavior in mock interviews (Study 2).
Two hundred and thirty-three job candidates (college students) and 30 campus recruiters
participated in the first study. Three hypotheses were tested in this study. The first hypothesis
predicted that high self-monitoring candidates would be evaluated more favorably than low selfmonitoring candidates. The second hypothesis predicted that self-monitoring would be more
strongly related to interviewers' ratings and hiring recommendations for people-oriented jobs than
it would for technically-oriented jobs. The third hypothesis predicted that self-monitoring would
be more strongly related to ratings of fit than to ratings of general employability. Only the second
hypothesis was supported in Study 1. Specifically, candidate self-monitoring was more strongly
related to interviewers' ratings and hiring recommendations for people-oriented jobs than it was for
technically-oriented jobs.
A second study examined the relationship between candidate self-monitoring and
verbal impression management. Sixty college students participated in this study as "job
candidates" who were interviewing for a fictitious position. The interviews were
videotaped and then viewed by two raters who coded candidates' verbal impression
management behavior using scales that were designed for the present research. As
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predicted, candidates' self-monitoring orientations predicted the levels of verbal impression
management they exhibited in the mock interviews.
The theoretical and practical implications of the findings that candidate selfmonitoring predicted interviewers' ratings in the first study and verbal impression
management in the second study are discussed in the final chapter of this paper.
Limitations of the present research are also identified and areas for future research
suggested. It is suggested that differences in candidate verbal impression management may
have been responsible for the self-monitoring effects that were revealed in the first study.
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CHAPTER 1

IN1RODUCTION

The employment interview has been the subject of research for over seventy years.
During this time, a considerable amount of research has examined the influence of various
job candidate characteristics such as age, gender, and physical appearance on interviewers'
judgments (Arvey & Campion, 1982; Schmitt, 1976). Numerous studies have also
focused on the interviewer as an information processor and decision maker, investigating
the influence of such variables as type of information (Springbett, 1958) and temporal
placement of information (Peters & Terborg, 1975) on interviewers' decisions. Research
which has examined the reliability and validity of the employment interview suggests that
interview ratings are unreliable and are poor predictors of job performance. In spite of the
poor predictive validity of the interview, the interview still remains one of the most ·widely
used and researched selection devices (Arvey & Campion, 1982).
A major limitation of the traditional interview research is that it is based on a
"rational model" which assumes that candidate competence and fit are objective realities that
can be readily assessed with complete accuracy. According to the political influence
perspective, however, candidates' competence, performance, and fit are not objective
realities; instead, they are socially constructed through the management of shared meaning
(Ferris & Judge, 1991). The political influence perspective is concerned with individuals'

conscious attempts to manage their self-presentation in order to influence others (Ferris &
Judge, 1991; Ferris, Russ, & Fandt, 1989). Another serious shortcoming of the traditional
interview research is its portrayal of the job candidate as a passive source of influence in the
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interview. The political influence and impression management perspectives both suggest
that job candidates are, in fact, active participants in the interview process.
According to the impression management perspective, people continuously manage
or change various aspects of their behavior in order to make a positive impression on
others. This process is often called "impression management" (Jones & Pittman, 1982;
Schlenker, 1980). Schlenker (1980) further defined impression management as an
individual's conscious and unconscious attempts to control his or her self-presentation
(Schlenker, 1980). There is now a growing consensus that "all candidate behavior in
interviews can be looked on as impression management, albeit with varying degrees of
consciousness, control, and success" (Fletcher, 1989, p. 269-270). Given the evaluative
nature of the interview and the fact that candidates are highly aware that they are being
judged, it is likely that the employment interview will continue to be a backdrop for
impression management. Therefore, the impression management perspective offers a
promising alternative to the traditional approach to studying the employment interview.
Until recently, most of the impression management research has focused on specific
tactics (e.g., use of ingratiation, self-enhancing communications) people use in their
attempts to make a favorable impression (Schlenker, 1980; Tedeschi, 1981). The earliest
research that claimed to investigate the effects of impression management in the interview
examined the relationship between various job candidate characteristics and interviewers'
ratings. These studies collectively indicate that candidate grooming, attire, and physical
attractiveness are related to interviewers' ratings (Cash, 1985; Forsythe, Drake, & Cox,
1985). Numerous studies have also demonstrated that candidates use of positive nonverbal
cues (smiling, head nodding, eye contact) can enhance interviewers' ratings (Imada &
Hakel, 1977; Rasmussen, 1984). Recently, Gilmore and Ferris (1989a) found that
candidates who praised and flattered the interviewer, emphasized their own positive traits,
2

and smiled frequently were evaluated more favorably than candidates who did not employ
these tactics, regardless of their particular credentials. In a related series of studies, Baron
(1986, 1989) investigated the extent to which candidates use of perfume, dress, and
nonverbal cues influenced interviewers' ratings. In these studies, subjects who employed

all of these impression management techniques were rated less favorably than subjects who
employed only some of these techniques. This led Baron (1989) to conclude that some
impression management in the interview is acceptable and even expected, but too much can
be perceived as insincere or manipulative.
Research which has compared the verbal behavior of successful and unsuccessful
job candidates (Einhorn, 1981; Hollandsworth, Kazelskis, Stevens, & Dressel, 1979)
suggests that interviewers may be influenced more by what candidates say in their
interviews rather than by the superficial types of candidate characteristics (e.g.,
attractiveness) that were discussed earlier. For instance, Hollandsworth et al. (1979) found
that the appropriateness of candidates' responses, their verbal fluency, and their composure
during the interview contributed most to favorable employment decisions. Nonverbal
dimensions of communication (eye contact, body posture, loudness of voice, and personal
appearance) also contributed to interviewers' decisions but to a lesser extent. In her
examination of the communicative dimensions of interview behavior, Einhorn (1981)
found that "successful" candidates tended to take more control of their interviews at the
start and required less prompting than did "unsuccessful" candidates. She also analyzed
candidates' responses to common interview questions and found that some responses
seemed to be more appropriate than others. Candidates who gave the "appropriate"
responses tended to fair better in their interviews than those who did not. For example,
successful candidates were likely to express specific career goals that were consistent with
the positions for which they were interviewing, they tended to offer specific support for
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their claims of ability, and they were successful at neutralizing negatives in their
backgrounds.
Hollandsworth et al. (1979) and Einhom's (1981) research indicates that
interviewers are greatly influenced by job candidates' verbal behavior. Although Einhom's
research provides some insight into what constitutes appropriate versus inappropriate
verbal behavior in the interview, not much is known about who is most likely to engage in
interview-appropriate behavior. Given the link between appropriate verbal behavior and
interview outcomes, it seems important to identify individual difference variables that relate
to an individual's ability to engage in interview-appropriate behavior.
One personality trait which appears to be related to an individual's success at
impression management is self-monitoring (Snyder, 1974). Self-monitoring refers to an
individual's propensity to monitor and alter his or her self-presentation to make it socially
appropriate. Research cited by Snyder (1987) has shown that not everyone is equally
sensitive and responsive to cues concerning the situational appropriateness of his or her
behavior. One major difference between high and low self-monitors is that high selfmonitors seem to be motivated by an incessant need to convey a positive image to others,
whereas, low self-monitors strive to behave in a manner that is congruent with their
personal attitudes (Snyder, 1987). As a result, high self-monitors rely more heavily on
situational cues than do low self-monitors to determine the appropriateness of their social
behavior (Caldwell & O'Reilly, 1982). High self-monitors are also usually highly skilled
at controlling their verbal and nonverbal expressions (i.e., they are good actors), and they
are equally adept at optimizing their self-presentation across a variety of situations (Lippa,
1978). In contrast, low self-monitors tend to be fairly insensitive to social cues (Snyder &
Monson, 1975) and their behavior is strongly related to their personal feelings and/or
attitudes (Ajzen, Timko, & White, 1982; Snyder 1982).
4

Given the differences between high self-monitors and low self-monitors, it is
hardly surprising that high and low self-monitors also behave differently in social
situations. Research which has examined the social behavior of high and low self-monitors
indicates that high self-monitors interact with strangers differently than do low selfmonitors. For instance, Ickes and Barnes (1977) paired high and low self-monitoring
strangers and found that high-self monitors were more inclined to talk first and to initiate
subsequent conversation. Furthermore, the low self-monitors reported that their high selfmonitoring partners exerted significant control over the direction of their conversations.
Similarly, Sypher and Sypher (1983) found that high self-monitoring employees of an
insurance company rated themselves higher on communication and persuasive skills than
did their low self-monitoring counterparts. High self-monitors also tend to be more skilled
than low self-monitors at conveying an immediate sense of intimacy with strangers
(Friedman & DiMatteo, 1981) and at reciprocating self-disclosures (Shaffer, Smith, &
Tomarelli, 1981). It is hardly surprising then that Friedman, Riggio, and Cassella (1988)
found that individuals' self-monitoring ability was significantly related to how much they
were liked in their initial social encounters with others.
Since the employment interview is often the first contact a job candidate has with an
organization and candidates are usually highly motivated to present themselves in a
favorable manner, one might expect high self-monitoring candidates to spend more time
than their low self-monitoring counterparts preparing for their interviews. In fact, Latham
(cited in Snyder, 1987) found that high self-monitoring job candidates tended to be more
systematic in their job searches and to spend more time preparing for their interviews than
did low self-monitoring job candidates. Since high self-monitoring candidates should be
more sensitive and responsive to social cues provided by an interviewer than low selfmonitoring candidates, it seems likely that high self-monitoring candidates should also be
5

more adept at managing their self-presentation in the inteIView (i.e., they should make a
better impression). Based on this rationale, one would expect high self-monitors to be
evaluated more favorably than low self-monitors.
The primary purpose of the present research was to determine if candidates' selfmonitoring orientations were related to interviewers' ratings and hiring recommendations in
an employment inteIView setting. Based on recent research, it was predicted that the effects
of self-monitoring on inteIViewers' ratings and final recommendations would be moderated
by one or more situational factors. For instance, Gilmore and Ferris (1989b) recently
suggested that job-type may determine the extent to which candidates can influence
inteIViewers' ratings and final recommendations through the use of impression
management. For example, impression management behavior in an interview may not be
closely attended to by an inteIViewer when the job in question is primarily technical. In
highly technical fields, such as in the engineering or computer science field, there are
usually clearly defined job requirements, and it is possible to determine if a candidate
possesses the required technical skills. In people-oriented professions requiring the
incumbent to interact with and influence a variety of people across a variety of situations
(e.g., field representative for a franchise organization, sales representative) it is more
difficult to pinpoint the types of knowledge, skills, and abilities that are required to be
successful on the job. It can be even harder to determine if a candidate possesses these
skills. Therefore, job candidates may have greater latitude to influence the interviewer
through the use of impression management when the job is people-oriented than when it is
technically-oriented. Recent research cited in Ferris, Russ and Fandt (1989) provides some
support for this proposition. Specifically, Ferris et al. found that impression management
as a social influence process is most likely to be successful in situations characterized by
high uncertainty or ambiguity.
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The type of interviewer judgment is another factor which may moderate the extent
to which candidate impression management influences interviewers' ratings. Rynes and
Gerhart (1990) recently found that interviewers' assessments of candidate "fit" with a
specific firm differed significantly from assessments of general employability. Fit refers to
whether or not a job candidate matches with the employing organization's culture, norms,
and values, and general employability refers to whether a candidate possesses the
knowlege, skills, and abilities necessary to perform on the job. In their study, candidates'
interpersonal skills, goal orientations, and physical attractiveness contributed heavily to
interviewers' ratings of fit, while objective qualifications such as grade point average
(GPA) and years of experience contributed most heavily to ratings of general
employability. These findings suggest that candidate self-monitoring may be more strongly
related to interviewers' ratings of company fit than to ratings of general employability.
In conclusion, the research which has examined verbal and nonverbal dimensions
of interview performance and impression management in the interview suggests that
candidates influence interviewers' judgments largely through their use of verbal impression
management. The self-monitoring research suggests that a job candidate's self-monitoring
orientation may be related to his or her success at impression management in the interview.
Recent research indicates that candidates may have more freedom to engage in impression
management (i.e., to influence the interviewer) in the interview when the job is peopleoriented than when it is technically-oriented. Finally, self-monitoring is probably more
strongly related to ratings of company fit than to ratings of general employability.
The two studies that are described in Chapter 3 are the first to examine the
relationship between candidate self-monitoring, verbal impression management, and
interviewers' ratings and final recommendations. Study 1 was conducted to examine the
relationship between candidate self-monitoring and interviewers' ratings and final
7

recommendations in a field setting. It was predicted that job-type would mcx:lerate the
relationship between candidate self-monitoring and interviewers' ratings and final
recommendations. Study 1 also builds on Rynes and Gerhart's research (1990) by
examining the relationship between candidate self-monitoring and interviewers' ratings of
general employability and company fit. Study 2 was conducted to examine the relationship
between candidate self-monitoring and verbal impression management in the employment
interview. Mock job interviews were conducted and videotaped so that candidates' verbal
impression behavior could be directly observed and coded. Study 2 is significant in that it
is the first study to examine the relationship between candidate self-monitoring and verbal
impression management in the employment interview.
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CHAPTER2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter provides a brief review of the traditional interview research. Some
limitations of the traditional interview research are discussed. and two new perspectives on
the interview process are introduced. Verbal and nonverbal determinants of interview
success are then identified, and research is presented which suggests that people differ in
their ability to make a favorable impression in the employment interview. This individual
difference in a person's skill at impression management is attributed to the socialpsychological construct of self-monitoring. Finally, some hypotheses are made concerning
the role which self-monitoring plays in the interview process.

Contributions of the Traditional lnteiview Research

Despite the fact that numerous studies have suggested that the employment
interview is highly unreliable and has low predictive validity, the interview still remains one
of the most widely researched and used selection devices (Reilly & Chao, 1982). Perhaps
this explains why the interview has been the focus of extensive research for over seventy
years. A great deal of this research has focused on attempts to improve the psychometric
properties of the interview (Eder, Kacmar, & Ferris, 1989), on the interviewer as an
information processor and decision maker (e.g, Springbett, 1958, Valenzi & Andrews,
1973), and on candidate characteristics as a potential source of bias in the interview (Arvey,
1979; Arvey & Campion, 1982). Most of the research focusing on the psychometric
properties of the interview suggests that the interview is largely unreliable and has poor
predictive validity. For instance, Wagner (1949) reported a median reliability of .57 for
9

174 sets of interview ratings, and Reilly and Chao (1982) reported an average validity of
.19. However, some recent attempts to improve the reliability and the validity of the
interview have shown definite promise (Arvey & Campion, 1982). For instance, Latham,
Saari, Pursell, and Campion (1980) found that situational interviews (interviews in which
candidates are asked to indicate how they would behave in specific situations which are
based on critical work incidents) produced validities of .46 and .30 and reliabilities of .76
and .79 for two samples (hourly workers and foremen, respectively). Janz (1982) and
and Orpen (1985) found that Patterned Behavior Description Interviews (PBDI's) can also
produce respectable validities and reliabilities, with reliabilities and validities ranging from
.48 to .54 and .46 to .72, respectively. PBDI's are structured so that candidates must
respond to a series of questions about their past behavior in various situations. This
approach is based on the assumption that "the best predictor of future behavior/performance
is past behavior/performance" (Janz et al., 1986, p.32).
A vast amount of research has also focused on the interviewer as an information
processor and decision maker. Most of these studies have examined the influence of
various types of information, e.g., positive vs. negative (Springbett, 1958), and the
temporal placement of that information, e.g., early or late (Farr, 1973), on interviewers'
decisions. This research indicates that interviewers tend to produce ratings which are
influenced by contrast, primacy-recency, first impressions, and other rater biases (Arvey &
Campion, 1982).
A great deal of research has also investigated the possibility that candidate
characteristics represent a significant source of bias in the interview. This research
indicates that bias based on candidate age, gender, race, handicap, and physical
attractiveness can occur during interviews (Arvey & Campion, 1982). However, it is
unclear when this type of bias will occur and what the impact will be. For instance,
Heilman (1980) has suggested various situational factors (e.g., demographic characteristics
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of current employees) that reduce the likelihood that interviewers' personal biases will
influence their decisions.

Alternatives to the Traditional Interview Research

While an enormous amount of research has focused on the psychometric properties
of the interview and on ways to improve them, we still know very little about the interview
process. This may be due to the fact that most of the interview research has "concentrated
on aspects of the interviewer's decision processes in a way that portrays the candidate as a
passive source of information" (Fletcher, 1989, p. 269). Two relatively new perspectives,
the impression management perspective and the political influence perspective, suggest that
candidates should be viewed as active participants in the interview process.
The impression management perspective employs a theatrical metaphor to describe
social life, including organizational life. This perspective suggests that "people are actors,
taking many roles, attempting to please audiences to win their moral, social, and financial
support" (Giacalone & Rosenfeld, 1989, p. 2). The tactics that individuals employ in their
attempts to make a positive impression on others are collectively referred to as "impression
management" (Jones & Pittman, 1982; Schlenker, 1980). Impression management has
been further defined as "the conscious or unconscious attempt to control images that are
projected in real or imagined social interaction" (Schlenker, 1980, p. 6). Given the
evaluative nature of the interview and the fact that job candidates are highly aware that they
are being judged, many researchers now believe that the employment interview is a
backdrop for a variety of impression management behaviors (Fletcher, 1989).
Closely related to the impression management perspective is the political influence
perspective. The political influence perspective differs from the impression management
perspective in the scope of behaviors that it emphasizes. Political influence theorists are
11

primarily interested in people's deliberate attempts to influence others by managing and
controlling the meanings that they share with others (Ferris & Judge, 1991), whereas
impression management theorists are generally interested in all types of impression
management behavior; deliberate and unconscious.
According to the political influence perspective, competence, performance, and fit
are socially constructed through the management of shared meaning (Ferris & Judge,
1991 ). Therefore, a major limitation of the traditional interview research is that it is based
on a "rational model" which assumes that competence and fit are objective realities that can
be readily assessed with complete accuracy by the interviewers. The traditional approach to
studying the interview process also ignores the fact that candidates play an active role in
shaping the "realities" which are assessed by the interviewer.
In summary, it seems that the impression management and political influence
perspectives portray the interview process more accurately than the traditional approach.
These perspectives suggest that the candidate is an active participant in the interview
process as opposed to a passive source of influence. To date, only a few studies have
examined the tactics which job candidates use in their attempts to make a favorable
impression in the employment interview. The social-psychological research on impression
management is reviewed in the next section.

The Impression Management Research

Social psychologists have invested a considerable amount of time and effort
studying impression management in social situations (Schlenker, 1980; Jones & Pittman,
1982). As a result, we are familiar with many of the tactics people employ to make a
favorable impression on others. However, almost none of this research has examined the
use of impression management in the employment interview. Since job candidates are
12

usually highly aware that they are being evaluated in their interviews, we would expect
them to employ a variety of impression management tactics. For example, candidates
might talk about their accomplishments in an intetview in an attempt to call attention to their
positive qualities. Impression management researchers refer to this tactic as a selfenhancing communication (Tedeschi & Melburg, 1984). Job candidates might also
ingratiate the interviewer, conform to the interviewer's opinions, and lie in order to make a
favorable impression (Fletcher, 1989). To keep from looking too bad when discussing
their weaknesses, candidates might offer excuses or justification for their poor past
performances (e.g., bad grades in college).
Only one study (Gilmore & Ferris, 1989a) has looked specifically at how these
kinds of impression management tactics influence interviewers' judgments. In this study,
Gilmore and Ferris found that candidates who praised and flattered the interviewer,
emphasized their own positive traits, and smiled frequently were evaluated more favorably
than candidates who did not employ these tactics, regardless of their actual credentials.
These findings suggest that candidates actively try to influence intetviewers' judgments in
the interview using both nonverbal and verbal impression management tactics.
Studies which have examined the influence of candidates' non-verbal behavior on
interviewers' judgments indicate that nonverbal behavior is a "powerful vehicle for
impression management" (Fletcher, 1989, p. 271). The appropriateness of a candidate's
attire, the use of hand gestures, eye contact, head nodding, and smiling (Gifford, Ng, &
Wilkinson, 1985; Forbes & Jackson, 1980) are just a few of the nonverbal cues that have
been shown to influence interviewers' impressions of a candidate. For instance, Gifford et
al. found that interviewers tended to rate candidates' social skills positively when they
dressed formally, gestured at a high rate, and spent a great deal of time talking in their
interviews. Similarly, Forbes and Jackson (1980) found that candidates who were selected
for engineering apprenticeships displayed more eye contact, smiling, and head nodding in

13

their interviews than those who were rejected. Rasmussen (1984) also found that high
levels of appropriate nonverbal behavior had positive effects on interviewers, but only
when candidates' verbal responses were rated as appropriate. When candidates' verbal
responses were rated as inappropriate, high levels of nonverbal impression management
behavior resulted in lower interviewer ratings.
Research which has examined verbal dimensions of interview performance suggest
that verbal behavior is a more powerful vehicle for impression management than nonverbal
behavior (Einhorn, 1981; Hollandsworth, Kazelskis, Stevens & Dressel, 1979). For
instance, Hollandsworth et al. (1979) used a discriminant analysis procedure to determine
the relative influence of verbal (appropriateness of candidates' responses), articulative
(loudness of voice and fluency of speech), and nonverbal dimensions of communication
(eye contact, body posture, personal appearance, composure) on interviewers' decisions.
They found that the appropriateness of candidates' responses, their verbal fluency, and
their composure during the interview contributed most to favorable employment decisions.
Nonverbal dimensions of communication (eye contact, body posture, loudness of voice,
and personal appearance) contributed far less to favorable employment decisions. Einhorn
(1981) also found evidence that suggests that interviewers are greatly influenced by what
candidates say in their interviews. She compared the verbal behavior of "successful" and
"unsuccessful" job candidates and found that successful candidates responded to common
interview questions in a different manner than the unsuccessful candidates. Specifically,
she found that successful candidates were far more likely than unsuccessful candidates to
express specific career goals that were consistent with the position for which they were
interviewing, offer specific support for their claims of competence, and neutralize negatives
in their backgrounds.
In summary, the research which has examined the use of verbal and nonverbal
communication in the interview indicates that candidates use both of these mediums to
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influence the interviewer. Furthermore, Hollandsworth et al. (1979) and Einhorn's (1981)
research suggests that interviewers are influenced more by candidates' verbal behavior than
by their nonverbal behavior. Einhom's research (1981) also provides some insight into the
candidate-interviewer dynamics which result in positive interview outcomes.

The Dynamics of Interviews Resulting in Success

Einhorn (1981) found that successful candidates tend to take a more active role in
interviews than their less successful counterparts, taking more control at the start of their
interviews and requiring less prompting. Tullar (1989) described similar findings when he
used relational control analysis to examine the dynamics of interviews that resulted in
success (i.e., interviews in which candidates were invited back for second interviews
and/or received favorable interview ratings). He found that successful candidates tended to
dominate the interview when the interviewer was submissive but were submissive when
the interviewer dominated. Unsuccessful candidates were more likely to respond to
interviewers' attempts to structure the interview by trying to structure the interview in
return. It appears that structuring and controlling behaviors were evaluated positively by
interviewers only when they were exhibited at the appropriate times. Since the interviewer
dictates when a candidate should take or relinquish control of the interview, the candidate
would have to be sensitive to the social cues provided by the interviewer in order to
respond appropriately.
In summary, Tullar's research (1989) suggests that some candidates may be more
successful than others because they are more adept at adjusting their behavior to make it
consistent with what the interviewer is looking for. In Tullar's and Einhorn's studies,
successful candidates seemed to be sensitive to interviewers' cues concerning the
appropriateness of their structuring and controlling behaviors, and they also responded to
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questions in a more appropriate manner. These results suggest that successful candidates
seemed to have the ability to create a more favorable impression than their less successful
counterparts. While it is clear that candidates differ in their ability to influence the
interviewer, we know very little about the individual difference variables and situational
factors that are related to a person's success or failure at impression management in the
interview.

Self-Monitoring and Impression Management

A social-psychological trait which appears to be related to an individual's tendency
to engage in successful impression management is self-monitoring (Snyder, 1974). Selfmonitoring refers to an individual's propensity to monitor and control his or her selfpresentation to make it socially appropriate (Snyder, 1974). People who are highly
sensitive and responsive to social cues concerning the appropriateness of their behavior are
called high self-monitors, while people lacking either of these characteristics are called low
self-monitors. The differences between high and low self-monitors can best be understood
by examining the characteristics of high and low self-monitors.
High self-monitors seem to be guided by an ongoing need to convey a positive
image to others. They are very sensitive to social cues concerning the appropriateness of
their behavior, and they are also highly skilled at controlling their verbal and nonverbal
expressions (i.e., they are good at disguising inappropriate feelings or information).
Research has indicated that high self-monitors seek to obtain information about people they
are going to meet in order to optimize their self-presentation (Berger & Douglas, 1981 ).
Therefore, it comes as no surprise that high self-monitors are able to optimize their selfpresentation across a variety of situations (Lippa, 1978). In contrast, low self-monitors are
not greatly affected by their social settings (Snyder & Monson, 1975). Instead, they are
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guided primarily by their personal feelings and attitudes (Caldwell & O'Reilly, 1982). This
means that the social behavior of low self-monitors is more predictable than the social
behavior of high self-monitors since it is not situation-dependent.
Research which has compared the social behavior of high and low self-monitors
indicates that high self-monitors differ from low self-monitors in their interactions with
others. For instance, Ickes and Barnes (1977) found that high self-monitoring members of
stranger dyads were more likely to talk first and to initiate subsequent conversation than
were low self-monitoring members of stranger dyads. Furthermore, low self-monitors
reported that their high self-monitoring partners exerted greater influence on the direction of
their conversations. Similarly, Sypher and Sypher (1983) found that high self-monitoring
employees in a large insurance company gave themselves higher ratings on persuasive and
communication skills than did their low self-monitoring counterparts. Research also
indicates that high self-monitors are highly skilled at conveying an immediate sense of
intimacy with strangers (Friedman & DiMatteo, 1981) and at reciprocating the intimacy,
emotionality, and descriptive content of other people's self-disclosures (Shaffer, Smith, &
Tomarelli, 1981). Friedman, Riggio and Cassella (1988) found that judges' ratings of
"actor" likability were influenced more by the actor's self-monitoring ability than by his or
her physical attractiveness, a personal attribute long associated wilh interpersonal attraction.
In summary, it appears that a person's ability to create a favorable impression is
directly related to his or her self-presentation skills. More specifically, the self-monitoring
research seems to suggest that high self-monitoring job candidates should be more sensitive
and responsive to social cues concerning the appropriateness of their behavior than low
self-monitoring candidates. Furthermore, high self-monitoring candidates may take a more
active role in structuring and controlling their interviews than low self-monitoring
candidates as a means of increasing their opportunities to present themselves in a favorable
light. Since self-monitoring appears to be related to a person's propensity to engage in
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successful impression management, it seems likely that candidate self-monitoring should be
related to interviewers' ratings and hiring recommendations. Research by Anderson and
Thacker (1985) provides support for the proposed relationship between self-monitoring
and performance ratings. Specifically, they found that female computer salespersons' selfmonitoring ability was significantly related (r = .45) to their overall assessment center
ratings in a one-day assessment center.
The research suggests that candidates use verbal and nonverbal impression
management to influence interviewers' judgments in the employment interview.
Furthermore, it appears that there are clear individual differences in candidates' ability to
monitor and control their verbal and nonverbal expressions in order to create a favorable
impression. The self-monitoring research suggests that a candidate's self-monitoring
ability may be related to his or her ability to effectively use impression management in the
interview. While researchers have suggested that a candidate's self-monitoring orientation
may be related to his or her effectiveness in the interview (Snyder & Copeland, 1989), no
studies have specifically examined this hypothesis. The primary purpose of the present
research is to examine the relationship between candidate self-monitoring and interviewers'
ratings and final recommendations.

People-Oriented versus Technically-Oriented Jobs

While a general relationship between self-monitoring and interviewers' ratings and
final recommendations may exist, there are situations when candidates' attempts to
influence the interviewer could be expected to have minimal impact on interviewers' ratings
and final recommendations. More specifically, the extent to which interviewers are
influenced by candidates' impression management may vary as a function of the type of
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judgment interviewers are asked to make and the type of job for which the candidates are
interviewing.
It has been argued that impression management as a social influence process is most
likely to occur and to be effective in situations that are characterized by high uncertainty or
ambiguity (Ferris, Russ, & Fandt, 1989). It appears that jobs "which are ambiguous with
respect to the background, skills, and qualifications needed to be successful" present more
opportunities for candidates to engage in impression management than do jobs which are
clearly defined (Gilmore & Ferris, 1989a, p. 563). For example, highly technical jobs
(e.g., computer programmer, engineer) are usually fairly well-defined and it is relatively
easy to determine if candidates have the requisite technical skills. People-oriented jobs
(e.g., manager, sales representative) tend to be more loosely defined, and the skills that are
related to success in these types of jobs tend to be more multi-dimensional. Therefore, one
could expect interviewers to be influenced more by candidates' impression management
when they are trying to fill people-oriented positions than when they are trying to fill
technically-oriented positions. It seems likely then that candidates' self-monitoring will be
more strongly related to interviewers' ratings when the job is people-oriented than when it
is technically-oriented.

Ratings of Fit and General Employability

Recent research (Rynes & Gerhart, 1990) which has examined the constructs of
company fit and general employability suggests that the type of judgments interviewers are
asked to make may determine the extent to which their ratings are influenced by candidates'
self-monitoring ability. Company fit refers to whether or not a job candidate matches with
the employing organization's culture, norms, and values, and general employability refers
to whether a candidate possesses the knowlege, skills, and abilities necessary to perform
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on the job. Rynes and Gerhart tried to determine how interviewers' assessments of
candidate fit with their specific companies differed from their assessments of general
employability. They found that interviewers' ratings of fit were more variable and more
stringent than were their assessments of general employability. Furthermore, interpersonal
skills (e.g., listening skills, verbal skills), goal orientation, and physical attractiveness
contributed significantly to interviewers' assessments of company specific fit (holding
general employability constant), whereas objective qualifications (i.e., GPA,
extracurricular offices held, years experience) did not. If interviewers are in fact influenced
by candidates' interpersonal skills when making ratings of fit and high self-monitors
present better interpersonal skills than do low self-monitors, interviewers should also be
influenced by candidates' self-monitoring skills when making ratings of fit.

Hypotheses

As stated earlier, the research which has examined verbal and nonverbal dimensions
of interview performance suggests that verbal and nonverbal communication are both
powerful vehicles for impression management in the employment interview. The selfmonitoring research suggests that people differ in their skills at impression management.
For instance, high self-monitors are more adept at monitoring and controlling their verbal
and nonverbal expressions in order to optimize their self-presentation across a variety of
situations. Based on these findings, high self-monitors should be more effective than low
self-monitors at impression management in the employment interview, and these individual
differences in impression management skill should be reflected in interviewers' ratings.
Hypothesis 1 is based on this rationale.
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Hypothesis 1:

High self-monitoring job candidates will be rated more highly on the
dimensions of general interview performance, general
employability, company fit, and final recommendations than will
low self-monitoring job candidates.

Recent research on impression management in organizational settings (Ferris, Russ

& Fandt, 1989) suggests that the type of job for which a candidate is interviewing may
determine the extent to which interviewers' ratings are influenced by candidates'
impression management. These findings suggest that candidate self-monitoring should be
more strongly related to interviewers' ratings and final recommendations when the job is
people-oriented than when it is technically-oriented. Hypothesis 2 is based on this notion.
Hypothesis 2:

Self-monitoring will be more strongly related to interviewers'
ratings of general interview performance, general employability,
company fit, and final recommendations when the job is peopleoriented than when it is technically-oriented.

A third hypothesis is based on Rynes and Gerhart's (1990) recent research which
suggests that candidates' interpersonal skills are more strongly related to interviewers'
ratings of fit than to ratings of general employability. Since self-monitoring ability seems
to influence people's assessments of other individual's interpersonal skills and
interpersonal skills are integrally related to ratings of fit, one would expect self-monitoring
to be more strongly related to interviewers' ratings of fit than to ratings of general
employability. This proposition is stated below in Hypothesis 3.
Hypothesis 3:

Job candidates' self-monitoring ability will be more strongly related
to interviewers' ratings of company specific fit than to ratings of
general employability.

The first three hypotheses were tested in an employment interview setting at the
placement center of a large university. Because the researcher was not permitted to
videotape the interviews or sit in on them, no candidate behavior was directly observed or
coded. Therefore, it was impossible to examine the processes underlying the self21

monitoring effects that were found in the interviews. A second study was designed so that
the verbal impression management behavior of high and low self-monitoring candidates
could be videotaped and examined. An elaborate mock job interview procedure and coding
scheme was developed specifically for use in Study 2. A hypothesis about the relationship
between self-monitoring and verbal impression management is stated below.
Hypothesis 4:

Candidates' self-monitoring orientations will be related to the
degree to which they engage in verbal impression management.
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CHAPTER3

METIIOD

Two studies were conducted to examine the relationship between job candidate selfmonitoring, verbal impression management, and interviewers' ratings in the employment
interview. The first study was conducted to determine if job candidates' self-monitoring
orientations were related to interviewers' ratings and final recommendations in real
employment interviews. Job-type as a potential moderator of the self-monitoring-interview
ratings relationship was also examined. A second study was conducted to examine the
relationship between self-monitoring and candidates' verbal impression management in the
interview.

Study 1

Participants

Two hundred and thirty-three job candidates (college students) and 30 recruiters
participated in Study 1. The recruiters were conducting campus interviews at the placement
center of a large southeastern university. A power analysis indicated that this was an
adequate sample size to detect a small to moderate effect (Cohen, 1987). The sample of job
candidates (interviewees) consisted of 147 (63 %) males and 86 (37%) females. The
typical candidate indicated that he or she had approximately 7 interviews during the past
year. Only 14% of the candidates had no prior interview experience. The 30 recruiters that
conducted the interviews in the study (25 males and 5 females) represented 26 companies.
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Procedure

Data Collection
Participation of interviewers. Data were collected over a two week period so that a
variety of interviewers could be sampled. Upon arrival at the placement center,
interviewers were asked by the placement center director if they would be interested in
participating in the study. They were told that the purpose of the study was to see "how
prepared the university's graduates were for the positions for which they are interviewing."
They were also told that they would be sent a summary of the results of the study if they
decided to participate. When an interviewer agreed to participate in the study, he or she
was assigned an identification number which was used for coding purposes so that none of
his or her ratings could be traced back to him or her. The interviewer was given an
interview packet which included directions and 12 copies of the interview rating form (see
Appendix A ). The interviewer was asked to look over the rating form while the researcher

was present to ensure that he or she understood the dimensions. The interviewer was then
instructed to fill out one rating form for each candidate interviewed, and to return the
completed forms to the researcher at the end of the day.
Participation of job candidates. Students who were scheduled to be interviewed by
the recruiters were approached and asked to participate in the study when they reported to
the placement center for their interviews. The introduction that was given to prospective
study participants is shown in Appendix B. Candidates who agreed to participate in the
study were given a two page questionnaire (see Appendix C) to complete before their
interview. This questionnaire included the 13-item Lennox and Wolfe (1984) selfmonitoring scale and some "filler" items from two other scales (locus of control and selfesteem). One "motivation to get the job" item was included to help identify candidates who
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were interviewing "just for practice." Candidates were also asked questions about their
prior interview experience and interview preparation techniques.

Classification of Jobs as People versus Technically Oriented
The researcher asked the recruiter to describe the position for which he or she was
interviewing and the qualifications the ideal candidate would possess. Using this
information, the researcher and placement center director classified each position as
primarily people-oriented or primarily technically-oriented. Two criteria were used to
classify a job as technical. A job was classified as technical if it appeared that good
technical skills could compensate for a lack of strong interpersonal skills (most recruiters
indicated that their ideal candidate should have some interpersonal skills) and the job
required the incumbent to spend a majority of his or her time working with numbers, data,
or equipment. Using these criteria, engineering positions, computer science, and
accounting positions were classified as technically-oriented. If the interviewer indicated
that a job candidate could not succeed in the position without strong interpersonal skills, the
position was classified as people-oriented. In the present study, the majority of peopleoriented jobs consisted of sales, management trainee, and distribution management
positions.

Candidates' Objective Qualifications
Past interview research indicates that interviewers are often significantly influenced
by candidates' objective qualifications (Campion, 1978). Therefore, a decision was made
to control for candidates' objective qualifications in the present study. Objective
qualifications were assessed by analyzing candidates' resumes. The "objective"
qualifications that were controlled for include GPA, general work experience, professional
work experience, and involvement in extracurricular activities.

25

The scales that were used to rate candidates' work experience and involvement in
extracurricular activities are shown in Appendix D. The number of months the candidates
reported working in jobs that did not require significant training (usually part-time jobs in
the service industry) was used as a measure of general work experience. Full-time work
experience in any field lasting one year or more, one or more professional internships,
participation in cooperative education programs, and any other significant career-related
experience, counted as professional work experience. Ratings of professional work
experience ranged from 0 to 4 (see Appendix D). A rating of 0 meant that the candidate had
no professional work experience, whereas a rating of 4 meant that the candidate had a great
deal of professional work experience. Ratings of involvement in extracurricular activities
also ranged from O to 4. A candidate who reported no involvement in extracurricular
activities received a 0. A candidate who indicated that he or she belonged to 5 or more
clubs and held several offices, received a 4.
Fifty resumes were rated by the researcher and a student assistant so that an index
of interrater agreement could be calculated. The correlations listed in Table 3.1 indicated a
high level of agreement between the two raters. Since the interrater agreement was
exceptionally high, a decision was made to let a single rater code the remaining 180
resumes.

Measures
Candidate Questionnaire
The candidate questionnaire consisted of a 13-item self-monitoring scale, 1
motivation to get the job item, and 8 filler items. The items that candidates were asked to
respond to are shown in Figure 3.1.
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Table 3.1 Interrater agreement for ratings of "objective" qualificationsa.

Rating

R

professional work
experience

.983

general work
experience

.989

extracurricular
activities

.896
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Your responses to the following statements will tell us about your style of dealing with people. Your
answers on this questionnaire will be used for research purposes only and will remain strictly confidential.
Indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement by circling the response which best
describes your feeling toward the statement. Please reswnd with an accurate description of yourself, not
how you hcwe or wish you were.

SD
strongly disagree

D
disagree

u

A

SA

undeci<kd

agree

strongly

agree
SD D U A SA

1. My major accomplishments are entirely due to my hard work and ability.

SD D U A SA

2. I am often able to read people's true emotions correctly through their eyes. SM

SD D U A SA

3. Once I know what the situation calls for, it's easy for me to regulate my actions
accordingly. SM

SD D U A SA

4. When I get what I want, it's usually because I worked hard for it.

SD D U A SA

5. I have the ability to control the way I come across to people, depending on the impression I
wish to give them. SM

SD D U A SA

6. I can usually tell when I have said something inappropriate by reading it in the listener's
eyes. SM

SD D U A SA

7. I am able to do things as well as most other people.

SD D U A SA

8. I have found that I can adjust my behavior to meet the requirements of any situation I find
myself in. SM

SD D U A SA

9. If I were offered the job for which I am interviewing, I would definitely take it. MOT

SD D U A SA

10. My powers of intuition are quite good when it comes to understanding others' emotions and
motives. SM

SD D U A SA

11. In general, the only real judge of my accomplishments is me.

SD D U A SA

12. Even when it might be to my advantage, I have difficulty putting up a good front. SM*

SD D U A SA

13. I can usually tell when others consider a joke to be in bad taste, even though they may laugh
convincingly. SM

SD D U A SA

14. In social situations, I have the ability to alter my behavior if I feel that something else is
called for. SM

Figure 3.1 Candidate questionnaire.
SM denotes self-monitoring items.
MOT denotes motivation to get job item.
* denotes items that are reverse scored.
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SD D U A SA

15. I feel that I have a nwnber of good qualities.

SD D U A SA

16. If someone is lying to me, I usually know it at once from the person's manner of
expression. SM

SD D U A SA

17. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others.

SD D U A SA

18. When I feel that the image I am portraying is not working, I can readily change it to
something that does. SM

SD D U A SA

19. I have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and different situations. SM*

SD D U A SA

20. On any sort of exam or competition, I like to know how well I do relative to everyone else.

SD D U A SA

21. In conversations, I am sensitive to even the slightest change in the facial expression of the
person I am conversing with. SM*

SD D U A SA

22. When I make plans, I am almost certain to make them work.

Figure 3.1 (continued)
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Self-monitorin~ scale. Lennox and Wolfe's 13-item self-monitoring scale (1984)
was used in both studies. This scale was chosen over Snyder's original (1974) and revised
( 1986) scales because of the numerous criticisms and controversy surrounding Snyder's
measures (cf. Briggs & Cheek, 1988; Briggs & Cheek, 1986; Briggs, Cheek, & Buss,
1980). Lennox and Wolfe's scale appears to be more consistent with self-monitoring as it
is now conceptualized (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984). Coefficient alpha for the self-monitoring
scale in Study 1 was .77 (N = 232) which is similar to the reliability (a =.75, N = 201)
reported by Lennox and Wolfe.
Motivation to get job scale. Candidates were asked to respond to the following
statement using a five-point scale: "If I were offered the job for which I am interviewing, I
would definitely take it." The purpose of this item was to identify subjects who were
interviewing "just for practice" and not motivated to make a favorable impression.
Individual differences in "motivation to get the job" were controlled for in all analyses.
Filler items, Eight filler items from a locus of control scale (Paulhaus, 1983) and
self-esteem scale (Rosenberg, 1957) were dispersed throughout the questionnaire to help
disguise the purpose of the study.

Interviewer Rating Fom1
The packet that recruiters/interviewers were given is shown in Appendix A. This
packet included directions to the interviewer, a description of the interview dimensions, and
12 copies of the rating form. Interviewers were instructed to use a separate form to
evaluate each candidate. The rating form is also shown in Figure 3.2.
General Interview Performance Ratings. The first ten items shown in Figure 3.2
require the interviewer to rate the appropriateness of candidates' verbal (communication
skills, responsiveness to questions) and nonverbal behavior (composure) and to make
assessments concerning several personal characteristics of the candidate (appropriateness
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Directions:
Rate each candidate using the 5-point scale provided, referring to the dimension descriptions as needed.
~ the number that best describes the candidate. Candidates' ratings should range from poor to excellent
or low to high on each dimension.
Interview

Preparation

Appropriateness or Appearance

1
Low

A ttractlveness

Communication

Obtaining

1
Poor

Ability

Information

Composure

Appropriateness of Verbal
Communication

2

2

1
Poor

2

1
Poor

2

1
Poor

2

1
Poor

2

2
Responsl ven ess

to

Questions

Excellent

Average

Poor

Poor

1
Low

2

Sincerity

1
Low

2

Likability

1

2

3
Average

4

3
Average

4

3
Average

4

3
Average

4

3
Average

4

3
Average

4

3
Average

4

3
Average

4

3

4

5
High

5
Excellent

5
Excellent

5
Excellent

5
Excellent

5
Excellent

5
High

Average
3

5
Excellent

5
High

4

5

Please indicate below how easy you think It will be for this candidate
to find a job in the field he or she Is seeking employment.
1
2
3
4
5
This candidate has clear
This candidate has skills which
This candidate has great
weaknesses which will make it
should make it fairly easy for
qualifications and potential and
hard for him or her to find a job
him or her to find a job in this
should be in great demand.
in this field.
field.
Please Indicate If this Job applicant Is a good candidate for your company.
1
2
3
4
5
This candidate would not fit in
This candidate would probably fit
This person is a great candidate
well in my company.
and he or she would fit in well in
in okay in my company.
my company.

Please Indicate what your employment recommendation Is for this candidate.
1
2
3
4
5
Definitely reject
May hire or invite for
Definitely hire
a second interview

Figure 3.2 Inteiviewer rating form.
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of attire, attractiveness, likability, sincerity, interview preparation). The scale items are
based on past research (Hollandsworth, Kazelskis, Stevens & Dressel, 1979; Riggio &
1brockmorton, 1987) which has examined the candidate characteristics that influence
interviewers' judgments. All responses are coded using a 5-point scale. Interviewers'
ratings were factor analyzed and the resulting factor structure is shown in Table 3.2. The
pattern of results shown in Table 3.2 indicate that all of the items load on a single factor.
Therefore, a decision was made to sum all of the individual ratings and use this value as a
measure of general interview performance. Since the ratings on all 10 dimensions are
highly intercorrelated, it appears that this index of interview performance reflects the
interviewers' general impressions of each candidate (good or poor). Coefficient alpha for
the summed ratings was .93.
Summruy judwents. The last three items on the rating form require the interviewer
to make a series of summary judgments. The first item requires the interviewer to indicate
how employable the job candidate is in the field in which he or she is seeking employment.
The next item requires the interviewer to indicate how employable the job candidate would
be in his or her company. The last item requires the interviewer to make a final
recommendation (definitely reject, may hire or invite for a second interview, definitely
hire).

Analysis Strate~y

Objective qualifications, interview experience, and motivation will be controlled for
in all analyses. The first hypothesis predicts that high self-monitoring job candidates will
be rated more favorably than low self-monitoring job candidates on all dimensions of
interview performance. To test this hypothesis interviewers' ratings on the 10 item rating
form, ratings of general employability and fit, and final recommendations were regressed
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Table 3.2 Factor structure for interviewers' general interview performance ratings. a

Factor 1*
responsiveness to
questions

.86

communication ability

.84

appropriateness
of verbal communication

.84

sincerity

.83

likability

.82

obtaining information

.81

composure

.78

attractiveness

.71

interview preparation

.70

appropriateness of
appearance

.66

avariance explained by factor 1 = 62.31 %
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on candidates' self-monitoring scores. Support for this hypothesis would be provided if
the beta weights for self-monitoring were significant in the regression mcxlels.
The second hypothesis predicts that self-monitoring will be more strongly related to
interviewers' ratings when the job is people-oriented than when it is technically-oriented.
This hypothesis was tested using hierarchical regression analyses. First, interviewers'
ratings were regressed onto self-monitoring and job-type. Next, the cross-prcxluct vector
(i.e., self-monitoring x job-type) was added to the regression equation. Significant
moderator effects will be revealed if the increase in R 2 is significant after adding the selfmonitoring by job-type interaction term to the model.
The third hypothesis predicts that job candidates' self-monitoring ability will be
more strongly related to interviewers' ratings of company specific fit than to ratings of
general employability. This hypothesis was tested by comparing the correlation between
self-monitoring and interviewers' ratings of general employability to the correlation
between self monitoring and interviewers' ratings of fit. Steiger's formula (1980) was
used to test the significance of the difference between these dependent correlation
coefficients.
A limitation of Study 1 is that no interview behavior was directly observed or
cooed. Therefore, it will be difficult to explain the processes underlying any selfmonitoring effects revealed in Study 1. Another limitation of Study 1 is that the
interviewers and the candidates may have distorted their interview and questionnaire ratings
to make them more socially desirable even though a great deal of effort was made to
disguise the purpose of the study and to ensure the confidentiality of interviewers' and
candidates' responses. Study 2 was designed to address some of the problems inherent in
Study 1 and to examine how self-monitoring is related to candidate verbal impression
management in the interview.
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Study 2

Participants

Sixty undergraduate students at a medium-size university participated in the second
study. These 60 students were selected from a larger sample of 89 students based on their
high or low self-monitoring scores and gender. Participants included 15 male and 15
female high self-monitors and 15 male and 15 female low self-monitors. Their ages ranged
from 19-39.

Procedure

Data Collection
Recruitment of subjects. Eighty-nine students were recruited from undergraduate
management classes to serve as "job candidates" in the videotaped mock job interviews.
The study was marketed as "an opportunity to develop your interview skills and receive
feedback in a non-threatening atmosphere." Prospective study participants were given an
interview packet (see Appendix E) which contained a questionnaire, a biographical
information sheet, a recruiting pamphlet for Myersons, Inc. (a fictitious retail company),
and directions concerning the location and appropriate dress for the interview. They were
asked to complete and return the candidate questionnaire and a current resume (the
biographical information sheet could be completed in lieu of a resume if the candidate did
not have a current resume) to the researcher prior to their scheduled interviews. Candidates
also provided information about their age and prior interview experience. Study
participants were offered extra credit in exchange for their participation.
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The interviewer, One interviewer conducted all of the interviews. The interviewer
was involved in the development of the recruiting materials for Myersons, Inc. (a fictitious
retail company) so that he would be thoroughly familiar with the company. The
interviewer was also involved in the development of his interview script The interviewer
conducted four videotaped practice interviews. The researcher reviewed the videotaped
practice interviews with the interviewer to ensure that he understood his role as the
interviewer. After the study began, the researcher periodically spot-checked the videotapes
and reviewed them with the interviewer to ensure that the interviewer was conducting all of
the interviews in a consistent manner. The interviewer's script, shown in Appendix F,
consists of 12 questions.

Development of Fictitious Company Materials
The main objective of the researcher was to structure the interview around a job that
students with a management or liberal arts degree (the majority of study participants fell
into one of these two categories) could understand. The university's placement center
director was consulted before the interview materials were developed. Based upon the
recommendation of the placement center director, a decision was made to structure the
interview around a retail/merchandising management position. The researcher obtained
company recruiting materials from several retail companies offering management trainee
and merchandising tracks and used these materials to develop a recruiting pamphlet for

Myersons, Inc., a fictitious retail company based out of Dallas, Texas. The recruiting
pamphlet was included in the interview packet that was distributed to prospective study
participants (see Appendix E ). This pamphlet provided some history on the company,
summarized its performance in the retail industry, listed the major employee benefits,
outlined the training program and career track for new management trainees, and described
the characteristics of an "ideal candidate." This pamphlet was created so that prospective
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"candidates" could prepare for their mock interviews. Some of the questions in the
interview could be answered in a socially desirable manner only if the candidate had read
the company materials.

Selection of Interview Questions
In her investigation of successful and unsuccessful communicative behaviors in
employment interviews, Einhorn (1981) found that the responses of "successful" job
candidates to several common interview questions clearly differed from the responses of
"unsuccessful" candidates to the same questions. In contrast to the unsuccessful
candidates, successful candidates tended to: cite well-defined career goals that were
consistent with the position for which they were applying; compliment the company and/or
recruiter; identify with the company and/or the recruiter; admit weaknesses while citing
compensatory strengths; and provide specific evidence to back up claims of competence.
The researcher structured the interview so that all of the candidates would have to
respond to the types of questions that discriminated between successful and unsuccessful
candidates, as mentioned in Einhom's study (1981). A list of the 12 questions that each
candidate was asked is shown in Figure 3.3. Most of the questions required the
candidates to talk about their career goals (questions 2-5), their strengths (questions 7 & 9),
and their weaknesses (questions 6 & 8). Two of the questions (questions 1 & 6) were
designed so that they could be tailored to each individual candidate. The first question
required the interviewer to ask the candidate to describe what he or she liked and disliked
about a former job. The interviewer selected the job to be discussed by looking at the
candidate's resume prior to the interview. The purpose of this question was to "warm up"
the candidate by letting him or her talk about a topic he or she was familiar with.
Responses to this question were not coded. Question 6 called for the interviewer to inquire
about a weakness of the candidate. The interviewer identified each candidate's weakness
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1. Your resume says you worked at _ _ _ _ _ _ _. What did you like and what
did you dislike about this job. (not coded)
2. Based on your past work experience describe the kind of environment you would
feel most comfortable working in?
3. Why would you like a career in the retail industry?
4. What are your career goals?
5. Why do you want to work for Myersons?
6. Interviewer inquires about a weakness
-Your GPA is only a 2.0...
-You don't have much (any) management experience...
-You don't have much work experience ...
7. What is your greatest strength?
8. What is your greatest weakness?
9. Why do you think you would be a good candidate for this position?
10. What kind of team management experience and/or skills do you have? (not coded)
11. The interviewer tells the candidate that he or she may have to travel a lot if he or
she is selected for the Merchandising track. The candidate is also told that he or
she will probably have to relocate after the 6 month training program is completed,
and perhaps again, with each move "up the career ladder". The candidate is then
asked "How do you feel about the prospect of having to travel a lot and
relocating?"
12. Do you have any questions about the job?

Figure 3.3 Mock job interview questions.
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after reviewing his or her resume. The interviewer typically inquired about a low GPA,
lack of managerial experience, or lack of retail experience (which ever seemed most
appropriate). Question 10 was included to give the raters "a breather" (it was not rated).
Question 11 required the candidate to respond to a negative aspect of the job, and Question
12 gave the candidate an opportunity to ask questions about the position.

Development of Form for Ratio~ Videotaped Interviews
Since verbal communication is a powerful vehicle for impression management, it
seemed that the observational scheme for rating the videotaped interviews should focus on
verbal impression management. The researcher was unable to find any existing
observational schemes that had an impression management orientation. For instance,
Bale's (1950) widely-used observational scheme is group-oriented and focuses on the
group functions of messages rather than on the individual's intent. Relational control
analysis (Rogers & Farace, 1975; Ellis, 1976), a method of analyzing paired verbal
exchanges between two actors, was also considered. Relational control analysis is oriented
toward establishing who is in control or dominant at any given point in a communication
dialogue. It emphasizes how a person says something rather than what the person says.
Since impression management appears to occur primarily through verbal exchanges
(Einhorn, 1981; Hollandsworth, Kazelskis, Stevens & Dressel, 1979), a rating scheme
which focuses on verbal components of impression management in the interview was
developed.
A list of the most common responses to each question were identified by the
interviewer and the researcher after observing 89 mock job interviews. Four subject matter
experts (4 industrial and organizational psychology doctoral candidates who were familiar
with the impression management and interview research) provided impression
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management/social desirability scores for each possible response (43 responses total). The
directions and materials that the expert raters were given are shown in Appendix G.
As part of their training, the expert raters were asked to read Einhorn's article
(1981) which provides several examples of the responses of successful and unsuccessful
job candidates to questions similar to those asked in the present study. The expert raters
were asked to rank order all of the responses to each question (there were 3-6 common
responses to each question) in terms of their social desirability and to assign a numeric
value to each response. They were told that the values could not be less than 1 or greater
than 6. A rating of 1 meant that the response was not at all socially desirable, whereas a
rating of 6 meant that the response was highly socially desirable. The expert social
desirability ratings for each response were averaged and this value used as the "true
measure" of social desirability for each possible response. The true scores that were
provided by the expert raters are shown in Figure 3.4.
Interrater reliability for expert ratings. Ebel (1951) describes a procedure for
estimating the reliability of a set of ratings using the intraclass correlation. The intraclass
correlation measures the proportion of the variance in ratings that is due to variance in the
items being rated. This index of interrater agreement was used to measure the average
interrater agreement between 4 raters for 43 responses. With the between raters variance
included in the error term, the intraclass correlation for the average ratings was .938.
Without the between raters variance included in the error term, the intraclass correlation
was .941. Both of these intraclass correlations indicate a high level of agreement among
the expert raters concerning how candidates' responses should be coded.
Interrater agreement for videotaped interview ratings. Two raters viewed the 60
videotaped mock job interviews and rated candidates' responses to 10 questions. The
correlations between the two raters' evaluations are shown in Table 3.3. One can conclude
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2. Based on you past work experience describe the kind of environment
you would feel most comfortable working in.
no clue
clearly caught off
guard

tries to answer
question but
indicates that he or
she is uncertain

has a clear idea

somewhere like
Myersons
or
in the retail
industry ...

3.0

4.0

tries but is "off the
mark" I want to
work outside.

1.0

2.5

3. Why do you want a career in the retail industry?
like shopping, it's different,
specific reasons for this
interesting, fun, people buy,
career
growing industry, would be i.e. previously in field, like
a change
responsibility and challenge

1.50

same basic answer as 3.50
and provides a lot of
evidence to back up claims

5.25

3.50

4. What are your career goals?
wants to retire early,
has no specific
wants an easy, low career goals, wants
stress job,
to graduate, go to
or
graduate school,
cites career goals doesn't know, states
that are clearly
general personal
inconsistent with
goals--! want to
Myersons
enjoy life and be
I want to start my
successful.
own business

1.25

career goals
generally consistent
"I want a career in
management."

cites a specific
position goal.
"I want to be a
Myersons store
manager within the
next 10 years."

4.25

4.50

2.50

Figure 3.4 Expert raters' "true" social desirability scores.
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5. Why do you want to work for Myersons?
I've shopped there, nice
compliments Myersons and compliments Myersons and
place to work, it sounds like comments on the company
comments on the company
fun, it would be a change,
profile, comments clearly profile and states that he/she
I don't know.
can achieve his/her career
show that he or she read the
goals at Myersons.
company brochure
Myersons has good
Identifies with company as
employee relations, It is
if he or she already worked
expanding with many
there.
opportunities.
or
I know I can contribute.

2.0

4. 75

6.0

6. Inquiry about a weakness (low GPA, lack of managerial experience)
acknowledges and doesn't acknowledge neutralizes negative, neutralizes negative,
dwells on weakness,
weakness or
assumes
assumes
becomes
acknowledges it but
responsibility for
responsibility for
demoralized,
doesn't attempt to
weakness and
weakness and
acknowledges and
refocuses attention
compensate for it,
refocuses attention
blames others-tries to compensate
on strength and
on strength/s
defensive
but doesn't succeed
offers concrete
or
in making the
claims to have a
evidence of
strength salient
compensatory
compensatory
strength which he or strength / have taken
she makes highly
these steps to ...
salient

1. 75

2.50

4.25

Figure 3.4 (continued)
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6.0

7. What is your greatest strength?
doesn't answer question

claims to possess one or
more interpersonal or
professional traits but
doesn't elaborate on them,
provides a weak or nonrelevant answer

claims to possess 1 or more
of the traits listed in
Myersons brochure or
claims to have some other
positive mgmt-oriented traits
and provides evidence to
back up claims.

1.0

3.0

5.5

8. What is your greatest weakness?
no answer

1.5

claims to lack
cites
claims to
have no
weakness
1 or more of
weaknesses
that is
the traits
mnocuous
listed in
I don't like to Myersons'
count change
brochure

2.25

2. 75

2.5

Figure 3.4 (continued)
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cites a
weakness
followed by
compensatory
strength that
is highly
salient

cites a
weakness
that could be
seen as a
strength
lama
perfecrionist

5.0

5. 75

9. Why would you be a good candidate for this position?
indicates that he states that he or
or she doesn't
she can
feel suitable for
contribute but
the position
doesn't say how

Claims to
possess some
positive traits
not listed in
Myersons'
brochure but
doesn't
elaborate much

Claims to have:
mgmt or liberal
arts degree,
analytical &
decision making
skills, planning
skills, selfmotivated,
hasmgmt

experience,

answers same
as 4.75 plus
gives examples
where skills
were used
identifies with
company as if
already
employed

communication
skills,
organizational
skills, hard
worker
Cites other with
specific reasons

1.0

2. 75

3.25

4. 75

6.0

11. How do you feel about the prospect of having to travel a lot and
relocating?
traveling a problem

reservations, but not
impossible

fine, using positive
language

fine and offers
specific evidence to
support claims

no problem
I enjoy traveling.
I have moved a lot
and am accustomed
to it
1.0

4.50

2. 75

Figure 3.4 (continued)
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6.0

12. Do you have any questions about the job?
asks trivial or stupid
questions

How soon do my
maternity benefits
start?

1.25

has no questions

asks questions that
were clearly
answered in the
company materials

asks questions that
indicate that he or
she read the
company brochure
asks other "good"
job-related questions
that aren't answered
in the brochure.

1. 75

2.5

Figure 3.4 (continued)

45

4. 75

Table 3.3 Agreement between rater 1 and rater 2: Study 2 inteiview ratings.

Question

Correlation

Question 1

did not rate

Question 2

.959

Question 3

.937

Question 4

.943

Question 5

.656

Question 6

.774

Question 7

.978

Question 8

.962

Question 9

.769

Question 10

did not rate

Question 11

.871

Question 12

.974
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by looking at this table that there was a great deal of agreement between the two raters
concerning the social desirability of candidates' responses.
Reliability of verbal impression management ratin~ scales, The low interitem
correlations and the noninterpretable factor structure for ratings of verbal impression
management suggest that the individual verbal impression management scales are highly
unreliable (a.= .54). This lack of reliability in the criterion (verbal impression
management) will probably attenuate any relationships in the study.

Materials

Interview Packet
Prospective study participants were given an interview packet (see Appendix E )
which contained a questionnaire, a biographical information sheet, a recruiting pamphlet for
Myersons, Inc., and directions concerning the location of the interview and appropriate
dress.
Biographical data sheet. A biographical data sheet was included in the interview
packet so that study participants who did not have a current resume could provide resume
related information. The information provided on the resume or biographical data sheet
was used by the interviewer to tailor questions 1 and 6 to the individual candidates.
Self-monitoring scale, The 13-item self-monitoring scale (Lennox & Wolfe, 1984)
that was used in Study 1 was also used in Study 2. The self-monitoring items were shown
earlier in Figure 3.1. Coefficient alpha for this scale in this study was .76 which is
comparable to the reliability found in the first study (r = .77).
Social desirability scale. Social desirability refers to an individual's tendency to
give socially accepted responses and not to admit past behavior that could be construed as
unacceptable or undesirable. Crowne and Marlowe (1964) developed a social desirability
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scale which traditionally has been used to identify individuals who systematically distort
their responses on paper and pencil measures to make them more socially desirable .This
scale is shown in Figure 3.5. The researcher included the Marlowe-Crowne social
desirability scale in the candidate questionnaire so that she could control for social
desirability effects.
The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability scale consists of 33 statements about
one's personal attitudes and past behavior. The scale requires respondents to indicate the
extent to which they agree or disagree with each statement using a 5 point scale (1

=

strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 =undecided, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree). The larger
the score for each response, the greater the social desirability of the response. Coefficient
alpha for this scale was .86 in the present study which is similar to the reliability that was
reported by Marlowe and Crowne (ex= .88).

Analysis Strate~y

To test the hypothesis that candidates' self-monitoring orientations will be related to
the extent to which they engage in verbal impression management in their interviews, coded
verbal impression management behavior will be regressed on candidates' sdf-moniloring
scores. Interview experience and need for approval will be controlled for in this analysis.
Hypothesis 4 will be supported if self-monitoring is a significant predictor of verbal
impression management in the videotaped interviews.
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SD
strongly disagree

D
disagree

u

A

SA

undecided

agree

strongly
agree

SD D U A SA

1. Before voting, I thoroughly investigate the qualifications of all the candidates.

SD D U A SA

2. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help somoone in trouble.

SD D U A SA

3. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged. *

SD D U A SA

4. I have never intensely disliked anyone.

SD D U A SA

5. On occasion I have had doubts about my ability to succeed in life.*

SD DU A SA

6. I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my way.*

SD D U A SA

7. I am always careful about my manner of dress.

SD D U A SA

8. My table manners at home are as good as when I eat out in a restaurant

SD D U A SA

9. If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure I was not seen, I would
probably do it.*

SD D U A SA

10. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I thought too little of
my ability.*

SD D U A SA

11. I like to gossip at times.*

SD D U A SA

12. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority even
though I knew they were right.*

SD D U A SA

13. No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener.

SD D U A SA

14. I can remember "playing sick" to get out of something.*

SD D U A SA

15. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.*

Figure 3.5 Social desirability scale items.
Crowne, D.P. & Marlowe, D. (1960). A new scale of social desirability independent of
psychopathology. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 24 (4), 349-354.
*denotes items that are reverse scored
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SD DU A SA

16. I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.

SD D U A SA

17. I always try to practice what I preach.

SD D U A SA

18. I don't find it particularly difficult to get along with loud mouthed, obnoxious
people.

SD D U A SA

19. I sometimes try to get even, rather than forgive and forget.*

SD D U A SA

20. When I don't know something I don't at all mind admitting it.

SD D U A SA

21. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable.

SD DU A SA

22. At times I have really insisted on having things my own way.*

SD D U A SA

23. There have been occasions when I felt like smashing things.*

SD D U A SA

24. I would never think of letting someone else be punished for my wrong-doings.

SD D U A SA

25. I never resent being asked to return a favor.

SD D U A SA

26. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my own.

SD D U A SA

27. I never make a long trip without checking the safety of my car.

SD D U A SA

28. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others.*

SD D U A SA

29. I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off.

SD D U A SA

30. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me.*

SD D U A SA

31. I have never felt that I way punished without cause.

SD D U A SA

32. I sometimes think when people have a misfortune they only got what they
deserved*

SD D U A SA

33. I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's feelings.

Figure 3.5 (continued)
*denotes items that are reverse scored
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CHAPTER4

RESULTS

This chapter includes the results from two studies and some supplemental analyses.
Three hypotheses are tested in Study 1 and a fourth hypothesis is tested in Study 2. This
chapter begins with a brief description of the participants and measures that were used in
Study 1. The tests of the first three hypotheses are then presented. A brief description of
the participants and the measures that were used in Study 2 is then presented, followed by
the results from the test of hypothesis 4. Finally, the results from some post hoc analyses
are discussed.

Study 1

Participant and Scale Characteristics

The characteristics of the participants in Study 1 are summarized in Table 4.1. The
average grade point average (GPA) of the candidates who were interviewed was 3.35 on a
4.0 scale. The standard deviation for GPA was only .378, suggesting that there was some
restriction in candidates' GPA. This restriction of range is not surprising considering the
fact that most recruiters pre-screen prospective candidates on the basis of their GPA. The
typical candidate reported that he or she had about 7 interviews during the past year.
Therefore, it seems that most of the study participants were fairly familiar with the
interview process. The typical candidate reported having some general and some
professional work experience, as well as moderate levels of involvement in extracurricular
activities. As a whole, candidates seemed to be motivated to obtain a job offer from their
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Table 4.1 Study 1 participant characteristics .

N

Mean

SD

Min

Max

GPA

188

3.352

.378

2.2

4.0

Interview
Experiencea

222

2.563

1.595

0

5

General Work
Experience

227

1.859

1.124

0

3

Professional Work
Experience

227

1.344

1.527

0

4

Extracurricular
Activities

227

2.484

1.217

0

5

233

3.382

.883

1

5

232

48.815

5.326

32

63

Variable

Motivation
Self-monitoring

acoding scheme for interview experience:
no experience = 0
1-3 interviews = 1
4-6 interviews = 2
7-9 interviews = 3
10-15 interviews= 4

>15 interviews = 5
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.77

interviews, but not completely certain that they would accept such an offer. The mean selfmonitoring score for the participants in Study 1 was 48.81 (N = 232) which is slightly
higher than that reported by Lennox and Wolfe (M = 42.0). Coefficient alpha for the selfmonitoring scale was .77.
Descriptive statistics for interviewers' ratings and final recommendations are
provided in Table 4.2. The average summed interview performance rating was 37 .44. In
their investigation of the nature of ratings of fit versus general employability, Rynes and
Gerhart (1990) reported that ratings of fit were significantly lower (more stringent) than
ratings of general employability. Ratings of fit (M

= 3.13) were also more severe than

ratings of general employability (M =3.40) in the present study (t (230)

= 5.35, p<.001).

Recruiters were even more rigorous in their decisions concerning whether or not candidates
should be invited back for a second interview or extended a job offer (M = 2.89).
The relationships between candidates' objective qualifications, interview
experience, motivation to get the job, self-monitoring scores, interviewers' ratings, and
final recommendations are shown in Table 4.3. The numbers shown in this table indicate
that candidates' involvement in extracurricular activities and their motivation to get the job
were both positively correlated with self-monitoring (r = .132 and r = .131, respectively).
On the other hand, candidates' GPA and professional work experience were negatively
correlated with self-monitoring (r = -.234 and r = -.207, respectively). Candidates' GPA
and professional work were both significantly related to the amount of interview experience
they reported (r = .201 and r = .145, respectively).

In general, experienced candidates received higher interview performance ratings
than their less experienced counterparts. In fact, candidates' prior interview experience
was the only variable that was positively correlated (r = .137) with interviewers' general
interview performance ratings. Interestingly, candidates' motivation to get a job was
negatively correlated with interviewers' general interview performance ratings.
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Table 4.2 Interviewers' general interview performance ratings, ratings of general
employability, fit, and final recommendations: Descriptive statistics.

N

Mean

SD

Min

Max

General Interview
Performance Ratings*

231

37.437

6.755

20

50

Ratings of General
Employability

231

3.402

0.977

1

5

Ratings of Fit

231

3.134

1.097

1

5

Final Recommendations

231

2.892

1.108

1

5

Variable

*Ratings were summed across 10 interview performance items.
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Table 4.3 Correlation matrix of major variables in Study 1.

Variable

VI
VI

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1. GPA

1.00

2. Professional Experience

.138

1.00

3. General Work Experience

-.135

.479**

1.00

4. Extracurricular Involvement

-.114

-.078

.002

1.00

5. Motivation

.030

.006

.010

-.037

1.00

6. Inteiview Experience

.203**

.145*

.008

.052

-.125

1.00

7. Self-Monitoring

-.234**

-.207**

.019

.132*

.131 *

-.033

1.00

8. Inteiview Perfonnance Ratings

.106

.084

-.083

.121

-.204**

. 131•

I .0004 I

9. General Employability

.183*

.208**

-.166*

.117

-.184**

.261 **

I .046 I .584**

10. Ratings of Fit

.128

.181 **

-.121

.067

-.174*

.201**

.013 1.651** .736**

11. Final Recommendations

.147*

.216**

-.178**

.087

-.179**

.239**

.078

* p<.05

** p<.01

10

11

1.00
1.00
1.00

.615** .747** .874**

1.00

Candidates' GPA , professional work experience, and interview experience were
positively correlated with interviewers' ratings of general employability (r = .182, r = .208,
and r

= .261, respectively), whereas amount of general work experience and motivation to

get the job were negatively correlated with ratings of general employability (r = -.166 and r

= -.184, respectively).

Professional work experience and prior interview experience were

both positively correlated with ratings of fit (r =.181 and r =.201, respectively).
Motivation to get the job was negatively correlated with ratings of fit (r = -.174). Finally,
GPA, professional work experience, and prior interview experience, were all positively
correlated with recruiters' final recommendations (r = .147, r = .216, r = .239,
respectively). As in the case of ratings of general employability, candidates' general work
experience and motivation to get the job were both negatively correlated with final
recommendations (r = -.178 and r =-.179).
Since interviewers' assessments of general interview performance, general
employability, fit, and final recommendations all represented types of summary judgments,
it was hardly surprising that these judgments were highly intercorrelated. The summed
interview performance ratings were highly correlated with ratings of general employability,
ratings of fit, and final recommendations (r = .584, r = .651, r = .615, respectively).
Likewise, ratings of general employability were highly correlated with ratings of fit and
final recommendations (r = .736, r = .747, respectively), and ratings of fit were highly
correlated with final recommendations (r = .874).

Hypothesis 1

The first hypothesis predicted that high self-monitoring candidates would be
evaluated more favorably than low self-monitoring candidates. To test Hypothesis 1,
general interview performance ratings, ratings of general employability and fit, and final
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recommendations were regressed on candidates' self-monitoring scores. Individual
differences in candidates' general and professional work experience, GPA, motivation, and
interview experience were controlled for in all of the regression analyses. The results of
these analyses are shown in Table 4.4. These results indicate that candidates' selfmonitoring orientations did not predict interviewers' general interview performance ratings,
ratings of general employability and fit, or final recommendations. Therefore, Hypothesis
1 was not supported.

Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2 predicted that candidates' self-monitoring scores would be more
strongly related to interviewers' ratings and final recommendations when the job is peopleoriented than when it is technically-oriented. Hypothesis 2 was tested using hierarchical
regression analyses (Cohen & Cohen, 1982). This procedure consisted of two steps. The
first step consisted of regressing interviewers' general interview performance ratings,
ratings of general employability, fit, and final recommendations on job-type and selfmonitoring scores. In the second step, the cross-product vector (i.e., self-monitoring x
job-type) was added to the equation. The increase in R2 resulting from the addition of the
self-monitoring by job-type interaction term was then tested for significance. Candidates'
objective qualifications, interview experience, and motivation were controlled for in these
analyses.
The results of the hierarchical regression analyses are shown in Table 4.5. As the
results indicate, the incremental variance resulting from the addition of the interaction term
to the model was significant for ratings of fit (p < .01) and final recommendations (p <
.01). The interaction term did not add significantly to the prediction of general interview
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Table 4.4 The relationship between candidate self-monitoring and interviewers' ratings and
final recommendations. a

General Interview
Performance Ratings
variable

betas

GPA
pro. work exp.
gen. work exp.
extracunicular
motivation
int experience
self-monitoring

t
1.294
1.464
- .054
.826
-2.289*
1.063
.957

1.8073
0.5717
-0.0279
0.3444
-1.3299
0.3517
0.0965

Ratings of General
Employability
betas

F
R2

Ratings of Fit

GPA
pro. work exp.
gen. work exp.
extracunicular
motivation
int. experience
self-monitoring

= 5.30**
= .182

Final Recommendations

betas

t

betas

0.2417
0.0859
-0.0790
0.0344
-0.1761
0.1199
0.0114

1.038
1.320
-.929
.495
-1.818
2.174*
.678

0.3466
0.0973
-0.1058
0.0206
-0.2450
0.1455
0.0244

F = 2.74*
R2 = .103

*p<.05

2.591 *
1.783
- .644
1.106
-2.311 *
2.792**
1.508

0.4914
0.0945
-0.0448
0.0626
-0.1823
0.1255
0.0206

F = 2.00
R2 = .077

variable

t

t
1.561
1.568
-1.297
.311
-2.653**
2.766**
1.521

F = 4.84**
R2 = .169

**p<.01

abetas are unstandardized regression weights.
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Table 4.5 Job-type as a moderator of the relationship between candidate self-monitoring
and interviewers' ratings and final recommendations.a

General Interview Performance

St ep 1
variable
intercept
GPA
professional experience
general work experience
extracurricular
motivation
interview experience
job type
self-monitoring

betas
29.353220
1.737684
.527796
.066848
.399060
-1.313465
.286681
1.102363
.102577

t
3.839**
1.242
1.343
.128
.950
-2.260*
.850
-1.013
1.015

betas
34.575010
2.115275
.571016
.177236
.347204
-1.379172
.226448
-17.615106
-.027381
.338306

t
4.223**
1.503
1.459
.339
.829
-2.381 *
.672
-1.821
-.218
1.718

Rl
R2 = .083

St ep 2
variable
intercept
GPA
professional experience
general work experience
extracurricular
motivation
interview experience
job type
self-monitoring
self-monitoring*job-type

*p<.05
** p<.01
a betas are unstandardized regression weights.
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R2
R2

= .099

i1R2 = .016
F = 2.97
p = .087

f

Table 4.5 (continued)
Ratings of General Employability

St ep 1
variable
intercept
GPA
professional experience
general work experience
extracurricular
motivation
interview experience
job type
self-monitoring

betas
.932237
.481390
.088208
-.031206
.070435
-.179918
.116101
-.158511
.021517

RZ

t
.898
2.536*
1.654
-.441
1.235
-2.281 *
2.538*
-1.074
1.569

R2

= .188

St ep 2
variable
intercept
GPA

professional experience
general work experience
extracurricular
motivation
interview experience
job type
self-monitoring
self-monitoring*job-type
*p<.05

betas

t

1.536044
.525052
.093206
-.018441
.064438
-.187516
.109136
-2.067916
.006490
.039119

1.379
2.742**
1.750
-.259
1.131
-2.380*
2.381 *
-1.571
.379
1.460

** p<.01
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R2

R2 = .198

~R2 = .010
F = 2.11
p = .147

Table 4.5 (continued)
Ratings of Fit

St ep 1
variable
intercept
GPA
professional experience
general work experience
extracurricular
motivation
interview experience
job type
self-monitoring

betas
2.064749
.231942
.079757
-.066191
.042088
-.173818
.110816
-.154703
.012253

t
1.619
.994
1.217
-.761

Rl
R2

= .107

.600
-1.792
1.970
-.852
.727

St ep 2
variable
intercept
GPA

professional experience
general work experience
extracurricular
motivation
interview experience
job type
self-monitoring
self-monitoring*job-type
*p<.05

betas
3.491816
.335134
.091569
-.036023
.027916
-.191775
.094355
-4.667481
-.023263
.092456

** p<.01
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t
2.596*
1.449
1.424
-.420
.406
-2.015*
1.704
-2.937**
-1.126
2.857**

R2

R2 = .149

~R2 = .042
F = 8.18
p = .005

J

Table 4.5 (continued)

Final Recommendations

St ep 1
variable
intercept
GPA
professional experience
general work experience
extracurricular
motivation
interview experience
job type
self-monitoring

t

betas
1.093599
.335845
.090551
-.091153
.029040
-.242483
.135464
-.170231
.025311

.900
1.511
1.450
-1.100
.435
-2.624**
2.528*
-.985
1.576

betas
2.376139
.428586
.101166
-.064040
.016304
-.258621
.120670
-4.225977
-.006609
.083092

t
1.849
1.940
1.646
-.781
.248
-2.845**
2.281 *
-2.783**
-.335
2.688**

R2
R2 = .174

St ep 2
variable
intercept
GPA
professional experience
general work experience
extracurricular
motivation
interview experience
job type
self-monitoring
self-monitoring*iob-type

*p<.05

** p<.01
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Rl
R2

= .208

~R2 = .035
F = 7.23
p = .008

J

performance and general employability ratings. These results provide some support for the
prediction that the self-monitoring-interviewer ratings relationship would be moderated by
job-type. The interaction effects from the hierarchical regression analyses are plotted in
Figure 4.1. These graphs indicate that the self-monitoring effects tended to be stronger for
people-oriented jobs than for technically-oriented jobs.
In order to further examine the nature of these self-monitoring effects, a comparison
of the correlations between self-monitoring and ratings of fit and final recommendations for
people-oriented versus technically-oriented jobs was conducted. First, the raw correlation
coefficients were compared. Then, the variance in ratings of fit and final recommendations
that was accounted for by objective qualifications, interview experience, and motivation
was statistically removed so that the partial correlation coefficients could be compared. As
the results in Table 4.6 indicate, the correlations between self-monitoring and ratings of fit
and final recommendations were significant for people-oriented jobs but not for technicallyoriented jobs. Furthermore, the differences in the self-monitoring effects for peopleoriented and technically-oriented jobs were significant (p<.05).

Hypothesis

3

The third hypothesis predicted that job candidates' self-monitoring orientations
would be more strongly related to interviewers' ratings of company fit than to ratings of
general employability. This hypothesis was tested by comparing the correlation between
self-monitoring and ratings of general employability to the correlation between selfmonitoring and ratings of fit. Steiger's formula ( 1980) was used to test the significance of
the difference between these dependent correlation coefficients. As in the previous
analyses, the raw and the partial correlations were compared. The results of the t-tests of
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Figure 4.1 Self-monitoring by job-type interactions for ratings of general interview
performance, general employability, fit, and final recommendations.
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Table 4.6 Comparison of correlations between self-monitoring, ratings of fit, and final
recommendations by job-type.

People-Oriented
Jobs

RsM-FIT

RSM-FINAL

*p<.05

Technically-Oriented
Jobs

N

R

z1

N

R

z2

Z1.z2

z

correlation

120

.20720*

.2100

109

-.14969

-.1511

.3611

2.69**

Partial
Correlation

86

.27523*

.2823

89

-.13054

-.1307

.4130

2.68**

Raw
correlation

120

.27892**

.2877

109

-.08719

-.0872

.3749

2.76**

Partial
Correlation

86

.29640**

.3051

89

-.05089

-.0500

.3551

2.31 *

Raw

**p<.01

SM=self-monitoring
FIT=ratings of fit
FINAL=final recommendations
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the difference between these dependent correlations are shown in Table 4.7. Contrary to
the prediction that was made in Hypothesis 3, the correlation between self-monitoring and
ratings of fit was not significantly larger than the correlation between self-monitoring and
ratings of general employability. In fact, counter to Hypothesis 3, the correlation between
self-monitoring and ratings of general employability was larger than the correlation between
self-monitoring and ratings of fit.
The self-monitoring effects that were found in the present sample were greater for
people-oriented jobs than for technically-oriented jobs (see Figure 4.1). Therefore, the
correlations between self-monitoring and ratings of fit and the correlations between selfmonitoring and ratings of general employability were compared separately for peopleoriented and technically-oriented jobs. The results of these additional analyses are also
shown in Table 4.7. These results indicated that Hypothesis 3 was not supported in
people-oriented or technically-oriented jobs.

Supplemental Analyses

Supplemental analyses were conducted to determine if there were significant
differences between people-oriented and technically-oriented job candidates. The results of
these analyses are shown in Table 4.8. As the numbers in this table indicate, there were no
significant differences between the candidates for people-oriented and technically-oriented
jobs with regards to self-monitoring and motivation to get the job. However, the
candidates for technically-oriented jobs did have significantly more professional work
experience and higher GPA 's than did the candidates for people-oriented jobs.
Technically-oriented candidates also reported more interview experience. It appears that the
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Table 4.7 T-tests of the difference between dependent correlation coefficients.

Overall
RsM-FIT
RsM-GE

t

Raw
Correlation

.046

.013

-.677

Partial
Correlation

.106

.047

-1.041

People-Oriented Jobs
RsM-GE
RsM-FIT

t

Raw
Correlation

.175

.207

.444

Partial
Correlation

.207

.275

.801

Technically-Oriented Jobs
RsM-GE
RsM-FIT

t

Raw
Correlation

-.059

-.150

-1.50

Partial
Correlation

.033

-.131

-2.379*

*p<.05
SM=self-monitoring
GE=ratings of general employability
FIT=ratings of fit
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Table 4.8 T-tests for differences between people-oriented and technically-oriented job
candidates.

Techmcally-oriented
Jobs

People-oriented
Jobs
Variable

Mean

N

SD

Mean

N

SD

t

Self-monitoring

49.40

122

5.087

48.16

110

5.530

1.776

GPA

3.29

96

.370

3.42

92

.378

-2.29*

.91

118

1.371

1.82

109

1.553

-4.69**

General Work
Experience

2.17

118

1.015

1.52

109

1.143

4.51 **

Extracurricular
Activities

2.65

118

1.323

2.30

109

1.067

2.18*

Motivation

3.38

124

.822

3.39

109

.952

Interview
Experience

2.28

115

1.510

2.89

107

1.640

-2.71 **

37.15

123

6.381

37.83

109

7.165

-.76

General
Employability

3.23

122

1.027

3.60

109

.8832

-2.89**

Fit

2.98

122

1.083

3.30

109

1.093

-2.23*

Final
Recommendations

2.68

122

1.115

3.13

109

1.055

1.06

Professional Work
Experience

General Interview
Performance

*p<.05

**p<.01
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-.05

candidates for technically-oriented jobs were highly qualified and recruited more heavily
than were the candidates for people-oriented jobs. The candidates for people-oriented jobs
listed more general work experience on their resumes and reported greater levels of
involvement in extracurricular activities than did the candidates for technically-oriented
jobs.

Summary of Study 1 Results

Contrary to the prediction of Hypothesis 1, there was no general relationship
between self-monitoring and interviewers' ratings and final recommendations. However,
consistent with the prediction made in Hypothesis 2, self-monitoring was more strongly
related to interviewers' ratings and final recommendations for people-oriented jobs than it
was for technically-oriented jobs. Contrary to the prediction of Hypothesis 3, selfmonitoring was not more strongly related to ratings of fit than to ratings of general
employability. Supplemental analyses indicated that the correlation between selfmonitoring and ratings of fit was larger than the correlation between self-monitoring and
ratings of general employability for people-oriented candidates though this difference did
not approach statistical significance.
A major limitation of Study 1 is that no behavior was observed. Therefore, it is
difficult to explain the processes underlying the self-monitoring effects that were found in
Study 1. A second study was designed to examine the relationship between candidate selfmonitoring and verbal impression management. The hypothesis that was tested in this
study predicted that candidates' self-monitoring scores would be related to the levels of
verbal impression management that were observed in videotaped mock interviews.
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Study 2

Participant and Scale Characteristics

A summary of the participant characteristics is provided in Table 4.9. As the
numbers in this table indicate, the average age of the participants in Study 2 was 25.66.
The typical candidate had 4 interviews during the past year. The mean self-monitoring
score for the participants in Study 2 was 48.20. This value is comparable to the mean selfmonitoring score that was found in Study 1 (M = 48.815). The reliability of the selfmonitoring scale in Study 2 was .76, which is also comparable to the reliability that was
found in Study 1 (a= .77). The mean score on the Marlowe-Crowne social desirability
scale was 112.48. The reliability was .86, which is comparable to the reliabilities reported
by Marlowe and Crowne (a= .88). The mean for summed verbal impression management
ratings was 38.85.
The relationships between candidates' prior interview experience, self-monitoring
scores, social desirability scores, and verbal impression management in the videotaped
interviews are summarized in Table 4.10. As results in this table indicate, candidates'
social desirability scores were positively correlated with their self-monitoring scores (r =
.316, p<.05), and candidates' self-monitoring scores were positively correlated with the
ratings they received for verbal impression management (r = .229, p<.10). In contrast,
social desirability scores were unrelated to verbal impression management ratings. Also,
candidates' prior interview experience was significantly related to the ratings they received
for verbal impression management (r = .324, p<.05).
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Table 4.9 Summary of Study 2 participant and scale characteristics.

a

Variable

N

Mean

SD

Min

Max

# of Previous Interviews

54

4.093

4.136

0

20

Age

54

25.667

5.710

19

39

Self-Monitoring

60

48.200

7.276

28

60

.76

Social Desirability

60

112.483

15.451

82

155

.86

Verbal Impression
Management

59

38.85

5.42

72

26.25 51.00

.54

Table 4.10 Correlation matrix of major variables in Study 2. a

Variable

SelfMonitoring

Social
Desirability

Interview
Experience

SelfMonitoring

1.00

Social
Desirability

.316**

1.00

Interview
Experience

.062

-.278**

1.0

.229*

-.127

.325**

Verbal
Impression
Management

aRaw correlation coefficients are shown in this table
*p<.10
**p<.05

73

Verbal
Impression
Management

1.0

Hypothesis 4

To test the hypothesis that candidates' self-monitoring orientations would be related
to the extent to which they engage in verbal impression management in their interviews,
ratings of verbal impression management were regressed on self-monitoring. Interview
experience and social desirability scores were also included in the model. The results of
this regression analysis is shown in Table 4.11. As hypothesized, self-monitoring
predicted verbal impression management in the mock interviews (p<.05).

Supplemental Analyses

In an effort to understand the self-monitoring effects that were found in Study 2,
supplemental analyses were conducted to determine if self-monitoring effects were stronger
for some questions than for others. This was accomplished by regressing the ratings for
each question on self-monitoring. The results of these regression analyses are shown in
Table 4.12. Self-monitoring was significantly related to candidates' responses to a surprise
question about a weakness (question 6; beta= .07137, t = 2.81, p<.01). Self-monitoring
scores also predicted candidates' responses to the question "Why are you a good candidate
for this position?" (question 9; beta= .04752, t = 2.138, p<.05). Self-monitoring did not
significantly predict candidates' responses to any other questions. However, social
desirability scores predicted candidates' responses to the question "What is your greatest
strength?" (question 7; beta= -.02138, t = -2.057, p<.05), and prior interview experience
predicted candidates' responses to the question "What is your greatest weakness?"
(question 8; beta= .15194, t = 2.67, p<.05).
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Table 4.11 The relationship between self-monitoring and verbal impression management. a

variables

beta

Intercept
Interview Experience
Social Desirability
Self-monitoring

33.909
.3275
-.0730
.2422

*p<.05

t
5.612**
1.816
-1.455
2.338*

F

R2

4.08*

.20

**p<.01

averbal impression management ratings were summed across 10 questions. Betas are
unstandardized regression weights.
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Table 4.12 The relationship between self-monitoring and candidates' responses. a

Question 3
Question 2
variable
beta
t
beta
t
intercept
-.16008
-.102
3.27435
6.073**
experience
.02955
.633
-.02377
-1.479
social desirability -.00542
.00722
.559
-1.218
self-monitoring
.04473 1.680
.893
.00819

Question 4
beta
t
4.05598 2.642*
-.00310
-.068
-.00362
-.286
-.381
-.00995

Question 7
Question 6
Question 5
variable
beta
t
beta
t
beta
t
intercept
7.06948 5.612**
1.772
4.37975
4.91 ** 2.64989
experience
.028
.06923
1.553
.00105
-.01966
-.740
social desirability .00085
-.02138 -2.057*
. 115
-.02359 -1.912
self-monitoring
.506
.00867
.571
.07137
2.805** .01084

Question 8
variable
beta
t
intercept
3.50763 1.834
experience
.15194 2.666*
social desirability -.00837 -.531
self-monitoring
.00724 .223

Question 9
beta
t
3.40661
2.608
.02905
.746
-.01553 -1.441
.04752 2.138*

Question 12
variable
beta
t
intercept
2.57795
1.590
experience
.05575
1.154
social desirability .00279
.208
self-monitoring
.01230
.446

*p<.05

**p<.01

abetas are unstandardized regression weights
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Question 11
beta
t
3.98786 2.646*
.01475
.329
-.00985 -.792
.03706
1.446

Summary of Study 2 Results

Consistent with the prediction that was made in Hypothesis 4, candidates' selfmonitoring scores predicted the ratings they received for verbal impression management in
the videotaped mock job interviews. Candidates' responses to two questions seemed to be
most affected by self-monitoring ability. These findings suggest that high self-monitoring
candidates may differ from low self-monitoring candidates in the degree to which they
engage in verbal impression management in their interviews. These differences in verbal
impression management may, in turn, influence interviewers' ratings.
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CHAPTERS

DISCUSSION

Study 1 examined the relationship between candidate self-monitoring and
interviewers' ratings and final recommendations in a field setting. A second study was
conducted in an attempt to explain the self-monitoring effects that were found in Study 1.
Tiris study examined the relationship between self-monitoring and candidate verbal
impression management behavior. The results from both of these studies are briefly
summarized in this chapter and theoretical and practical implications are discussed. Finally,
limitations of both studies are identified and areas for future research are suggested.

Self-Monitoring and Interviewers' Ratings and Final Recommendations

Self-monitoring research has indicated that high self-monitors are more adept than
low self-monitors at monitoring and controlling their verbal and nonverbal expressions in
order to optimize their self-presentation across a variety of situations (Lippa, 1978). Based
on this research, the first hypothesis predicted a positive relationship between candidate
self-monitoring and interviewers' ratings and final recommendations. While support for a
general relationship between self-monitoring and interviewers' ratings was not found,
some support was provided for a related hypothesis that the relationship between selfmonitoring and interviewers' ratings and final recommendations would be stronger in
people-oriented jobs than in technically-oriented jobs. In Study 1, the self-monitoring
effects were stronger when candidates were interviewing for people-oriented jobs than
when they were interviewing for technically-oriented jobs, even when controlling for
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individual differences in objective qualifications, motivation to get the job, and prior
interview experience.
Future research needs to examine why interviewers were affected more by
candidates' self-monitoring ability when they were interviewing for people-oriented jobs
than when they were interviewing for technically-oriented jobs. One explanation (Gilmore

& Ferris, 1989a, p. 563) is that jobs "which are ambiguous with respect to the
background, skills, and qualifications needed to be successful" (e.g., people-oriented jobs)
present greater opportunities for candidates to engage in impression management than do
jobs which are clearly defined (e.g., technically-oriented jobs). An alternative explanation
is that interviewers may specifically use the interview to assess candidates' interpersonal
skills when the job in question is people-oriented. Therefore, if high self-monitors have
interpersonal skills that are superior to those of low self-monitors, as past research has
suggested (Ickes & Barnes, 1977; Friedman & DiMatteo, 1981; Friedman, Riggio, &
Cassella, 1988; Shaffer, Smith, & Tomarelli, 1981), one would expect self-monitoring to
predict interviewers' ratings. Future research needs to determine which of these two
explanations for the observed self-monitoring effects is most appropriate.

Ratings of General Employability Versus Fit

One purpose of Study 1 was to partially replicate and build on Rynes and Gerhart's
research (1990) on the nature of ratings of fit versus general employability. Rynes and
Gerhart reported that candidates' interpersonal skills, goal orientations, and physical
attractiveness contributed heavily to interviewers' assessments of company specific fit,
while objective qualifications such as GPA and business experience contributed heavily to
assessments of general employability. Consistent with Rynes and Gerhart's (1990)
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findings, candidates' GPA predicted ratings of general employability in the present study
(see Table 4.4).
Since past research has indicated that high self-monitors tend to have better
interpersonal skills than low self-monitors (Ickes & Barnes, 1977; Friedman & DiMatteo,
1981; Friedman, Riggio, & Cassella, 1988; Shaffer, Smith, & Tomarelli, 1981), it was
predicted that self-monitoring would be more strongly related to interviewers' ratings of
company fit than to ratings of general employability (Hypothesis 3). Contrary to this
prediction, the correlation between self-monitoring and ratings of fit was not larger than
the correlation between self-monitoring and ratings of general employability. However,
since the self-monitoring effects that were found in Study 1 were greater in people-oriented
jobs than in technically-oriented jobs, supplemental analyses were conducted to determine
if Hypothesis 3 would be supported in people-oriented jobs. While these analyses
prcxiuced correlation coefficients that differed in the predicted direction, they still were not
significantly different (p>.05).
The lack of support for Hypothesis 3 may be attributed to a number of factors.
First, the participants in Rynes and Gerhart's study differed significantly from the
participants in Study 1. More specifically, the job candidates in Rynes and Gerhart's study
were all highly employable MBA students at a nationally ranked Ivy League school. In
fact, the typical MBA student at this particular school received more than three job offers
and accepted ajob paying approximately $47,000. In contrast, the job candidates in Study
1 were undergraduate students from a large, public, southeastern university who were
entering a rather depressed job market for the first time. Interviewers may have assumed
that the candidates in Rynes and Gerhart's study were technically competent and thus,
relied on factors other than objective qualifications when making assessments of company
fit. In Study 1, not all recruiters pre-screened potential candidates which means that some
recruiters may have simply been trying to determine if the candidates were minimally
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qualified. For these interviewers, fit and general employability may have been the same
thing. Therefore, the relationship between self-monitoring and ratings of fit may be more
likely when job candidates are highly competent.
A second possible explanation for the lack of significant findings is that the general
employability and fit items may have had poor construct validity. In Study 1, ratings of
general employability were highly correlated with ratings of fit (r = .736) suggesting that
the interviewers in Study 1 may not have understood the difference between these two
constructs. Unfortunately, the correlation between ratings of fit and ratings of general
employability in Rynes and Gerhart's study was not available for comparison purposes.
Future research should determine whether ratings of fit or ratings of general
employability are better predictors of job success. Future research should also establish
whether the predictive validity of ratings of fit and general employability vary as a function
of job-type. Finally, methods for improving the accuracy of ratings of general
employability and fit should be examined.

Self-Monitoring and Verbal Impression Management

Consistent with Hypothesis 4, multiple regression analyses showed that selfmonitoring scores predicted candidates' verbal impression management in the videotaped
mock job interviews. It is likely that these self-monitoring-verbal impression management
effects were attenuated by the low reliability of the verbal impression management scales

(a. = .54 ). For instance, the simple correlation between self-monitoring and verbal
impression management was only .229 (p< .10). Correcting for unreliability in the selfmonitoring and the verbal impression management scales, the estimate of the true
correlation between candidate self-monitoring and verbal impression management is .357.
Therefore, it is possible that candidate differences in verbal impression management may
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have accounted for the self-monitoring effects that were observed in Study 1. That is, high
self-monitoring candidates for people-oriented jobs may have received more favorable
ratings and final recommendations than their low self-monitoring counterparts because of
their effective use of verbal impression management. Future research needs to determine if
candidates' verbal impression management in actual employment interviews is related to
interviewers' ratings and hiring recommendations. Future research should also examine if
candidates who effectively engage in impression management in interviews are also
effective on the job.

Social Desirability, Self-Monitoring, and Verbal Impression Management

One of the difficulties encountered during this research was a lack of literature
which clearly delineates the constructs of social desirability, self-monitoring, and
impression management. Although the three constructs are conceptually similar in that each
seems to imply a desire or need to influence others, there are also noticeable differences
between them. This section will attempt to highlight the differences between the consaucts
of social desirability, self-monitoring, and impression management.
The Marlowe-Crowne social desirability scale was used in Study 2 to identify
candidates who were trying to distort their questionnaire responses to make them more
socially desirable. Crowne and Marlowe (1964) proposed that the social desirability scale
measures a respondent's need for approval. This scale has traditionally been used to
identify individuals who consistently fail to admit past behavior that could be construed as
undesirable on paper and pencil measures. Interestingly, candidates' scores on the
Marlowe-Crowne social desirability scale were correlated with self-monitoring (r = .32) but
were unrelated to ratings of verbal impression management in the mock job interviews. A
logical explanation for these findings is that candidates who were high in need for approval
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were motivated to create a positive impression, but may have lacked the ability to do so.
Research by Zaidel and Mehrabian (1969) seems to support this notion. Specifically, they
found that people with high need for approval seemed to be less able to communicate their
feelings using either facial or vocal channels of expression than are people with low need
for approval. In the current research, social desirability was believed to be an indicator of a
candidate's desire to create a favorable impression.
Self-monitoring refers to an individual's ability to monitor and control his or her
verbal and nonverbal expressions in order to create a favorable impression (Snyder, 1987).
Although self-monitoring implies a desire to alter one's self presentation, it goes beyond a
simple need for approval or desire to present a favorable image. Self-monitoring also
refers to an individual's ability to perceive subtle social cues and to alter his or her self
presentation to behave appropriately in each situation. The emphasis on perceptual and
presentational abilities makes self-monitoring a broader construct than social desirability.
The relationship between self-monitoring and social desirability in Study 2 seems to
indicate that both measures tapped candidates' desire to create a favorable impression when
completing the questionnaire, however, only self-monitoring was related to the behavioral
criteria in the interview itself. In this research, self-monitoring served as a self-report
measure of a candidate's ability to create a favorable impression during the interview by
reading and responding appropriately to the interviewer's cues.
Impression management generally refers to the techniques or tactics that individuals
employ in order to make a favorable impression on others (Jones & Pittman, 1982). In
Study 2, those candidates who gave consistently appropriate answers to interviewers'
questions were considered to be engaging in effective impression management. Although
impression management indirectly implies a desire to influence others, the emphasis of
impression management is more on the influence techniques or tactics employed than on the
motivational component, which is assumed to be universal in certain situations (e.g.,
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everyone is motivated to create a favorable impression in an interview). In the present
research, the tactics that candidates employed in their attempts to make a positive
impression in the interview were collectively referred to as impression management

The Role of Motivation

In order to control for individual differences in candidate motivation in Study 1,
information on candidates' motivation to get the job was collected. Interestingly,
motivation was negatively correlated with ratings of general interview performance, general
employability, fit, and final recommendations. In fact, all of the correlation coefficients
(which ranged from -.17 to -.20) were significant. One possible explanation for these
findings is that candidates who were highly motivated to get the job may have come across
as anxious. The highly motivated candidates may have tried "too hard" to make a favorable
impression, and in the process, came across as insincere or manipulative. Future research
should further examine the role of motivation in the interview process.

Practical Implications

The present research indicated that candidates' self-monitoring orientations were
related to interviewers' ratings in both real and mock job interviews. One could argue that
the self-monitoring effects found in this research represent a source of bias in the interview.
Bias would result if high self-monitors received higher interview ratings but were not more
qualified for the position than their low self-monitoring counterparts. However, it is
equally likely that the self-monitoring effects represent valid interviewer judgments. Selfmonitoring effects would be valid if high self monitors were also more qualified for the
position than low self monitors. This type of situation is more likely to occur for jobs that
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require the candidate to work primarily with others, such as the people-oriented jobs in
Study 1. The fact that self-monitoring effects in Study 1 were found for people-oriented
jobs but not for technically-oriented jobs suggests that these effects may in fact have some
logical basis.
Research has demonstrated that self-monitoring is related to a number of job
performance criteria. For instance, Caldwell and O'Reilly (1982) found that high selfmonitoring employees who worked in boundary-spanning jobs (e.g., the job of field
representative for a large franchise organization) received more favorable performance
evaluations than did low self-monitoring employees. Another study (Sypher & Sypher,
1983) reported that self-monitoring was related to the level of job (management vs. clerical,
technical, and support staff) held by employees in a large insurance company. Recent
research suggests that high self-monitors are more likely than low self-monitors to emerge
as leaders in work groups and in organizations (Dobbins, Long, Dedrick, & Clemons,
1990; Zacarro, Foti, & Kenny; 1991).
It should be noted that there are some problems with the research that has examined
the relationship between self-monitoring and various job performance criteria. Since
Caldwell and O'Reilly did not obtain objective measures of job performance, it is possible
that supervisors' performance evaluations reflected incumbents' success (or failure) at
impression management rather than job performance. Also, since Sypher and Sypher's
study was not longitudinal, we cannot rule out the possibility that employees' selfmonitoring skills may have improved during their tenure with the company. Finally, the
leadership studies cited in the previous paragraph were examining leader emergence instead
of leader effectiveness.
If self-monitoring is related to job success, as the above research suggests, then the
self-monitoring effects that were observed in the present research may be valid. On the
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other hand, if self-monitoring ability is unrelated to job success, then self-monitoring
effects would represent a source of bias in interview ratings. These two perspectives have
very different implications. If candidates' self-monitoring ability represents a significant
source of bias in the interview this could lead to a less than optimal use of human resources
and may partially explain the poor predictive validity of employment interviews. However,
if self-monitoring is related to job success, then perhaps interviewers need to be trained to
be attentive to candidate impression management behavior. If self-monitoring is found to
be a valid predictor of job success, future research will need to establish whether certain
categories of people would be discriminated against if selection decisions were based on
self-monitoring ability. For instance, we do not know if there are ethnic or age differences
in self-monitoring ability.
Another practical implication of this research involves the role of a candidate's prior
interview experience. In Study 1, candidates' prior interview experiences were
significantly related to interviewers' final recommendations in actual employment
interviews. In Study 2, interview experience was also significantly related to candidates'
use of verbal impression management in mock job interviews. Both of these studies
highlight the need for prospective job candidates to take the time to develop and practice
their interview skills. This is especially true for students who are preparing to enter the job
market for the first time. Future research needs to examine the relationship between
interview experience and objective qualifications. Although one could argue that candidates
with desirable qualifications may have been granted more interview opportunities, it is
equally likely that candidates with less than desirable qualifications would be less selective
in their job search, interviewing more frequently for a longer period of time prior to being
selected. Future research should also examine the role of interview experience in the
interview process itself. For example, it seems likely that experienced candidates' who
know what to expect in the interview would be more relaxed than their inexperienced peers.
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Since the results of the second study suggest that verbal impression management
may partially account for the self-monitoring effects that were found in Study 1, it seems
that most prospective job candidates would benefit from behaviorally-based training which
emphasizes how to answer common interview questions in a socially desirable and
believable manner. For example, videotaped mock job interviews would give candidates
first hand opportunity to practice and to critically evaluate their own interviewing skills.
Since the present research suggests that candidates' use of verbal impression
management influences interviewers' judgments, future research should examine how
impression management is related to other key personnel decisions. For instance,
performance appraisal ratings may reflect nothing more than a person's success or failure at
impression management. Impression management may also be related to a person's
success in assessment centers. In fact, one study (Anderson & Thacker, 1985) found that
female computer salespersons' self-monitoring ability was significantly related to their
overall assessment center ratings in a one-day assessment center.
The current research also examined the influence of candidates' objective
qualifications on interviewer judgments. Previous research suggests that interviewers are
greatly affected by candidates' objective qualifications (Campion, 1978). The results of
Study 1 also indicated that strong objective qualifications tended to give candidates an
advantage when they entered the job market, especially in technically-oriented fields.
Therefore, college students should be counseled at an early point in their academic career
on the importance of making good grades and gaining valuable work experience.

Limitations

Several limitations of the present research should be noted. First, candidate
behaviors were not directly observed or coded in Study 1. Therefore, it is unclear exactly
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which behaviors high self-monitoring candidates employed during the interview which
resulted in the higher ratings. However, candidate behaviors were directly observed and
rated in the mock interview setting in Study 2. Another limitation of this study is that
interviewers may have distorted their ratings (i.e, ratings were more lenient). It is possible
that the knowledge that the researcher would see the ratings may have caused some
interviewers to rate candidates slightly higher than they would have rated them otherwise.
Although an effort was made to disguise the purpose of Study 1 in the candidate
questionnaire, it is possible that the candidates' may have responded in a more socially
desirable manner because they believed (in spite of the researcher's assurances) that the
interviewer would see their responses. This could tend to inflate the self-monitoring scores
for those candidates who felt a need to impress the researcher or who felt that the
interviewer might see their responses.
Another limitation of Study 1 is that one-item measures were used to estimate
candidates' general employability, fit, final recommendations, and motivation to get the
job. As a result, it was not possible to calculate reliabilities for these measures. It was
necessary to use one-item measures to keep the rating form to one page since the placement
center director emphasized that extra demands on the interviewers should be minimized
since interviews were conducted on a very tight schedule (recruiters typically conduct 12
interviews a day). Future research should try to improve the measurement of the constructs
of general employability, fit, final recommendations, and motivation to get the job.
A possible limitation of Study 2 was that it was conducted in a laboratory setting.
In order to directly examine verbal impression management in the employment interview, it
was necessary to videotape interviews. Using a mock employment interview methodology
instead of real interviews enabled the researcher to control for interviewer effects (one
interviewer conducted all of the interviews) and ensure that all candidates were asked the
same questions, in the same order. In addition, a great deal of effort was expended to
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ensure a high degree of realism in the mock employment interviews. For instance, the
position that the candidates were interviewing for was chosen because it presented a
realistic employment opportunity for most of the study participants. Several study
participants indicated that the interview seemed very real and even somewhat stressful.
Factors which contributed to the high degree of realism that was reported by the candidates
were: the candidates were told to dress professionally for their interviews; the interviewer
dressed professionally and was slightly older than most of the candidates; the interviewer
asked questions that were tailored to each individual candidate; the interviewer never
deviated from his interviewer role during the interview itself; and the interviews were
conducted in a fairly realistic office setting. Given all of the measures that were taken to
ensure a high degree of realism, Study 2 should have had "experimental realism" (cf.
Dobbins, Lane, & Steiner, 1988). In other words, hopefully the mock interviews were
similar enough to real interviews to allow researchers to make inferences about verbal
impression management in real interviews.
There were some problems with the measurement of verbal impression management
in Study 2. The low interitem correlations and the non-interpretable factor structure for
ratings of verbal impression management suggest that the individual verbal impression
management scales were somewhat unreliable. One possible explanation for the poor
reliability of the verbal impression management scales is that candidates' interview
experience may have contaminated the ratings. Candidates' comments during debriefing
sessions suggested that their ability to respond to difficult questions was directly related to
their prior experience with similar questions. While unreliability in the verbal impression
management ratings would tend to attenuate rather than inflate the significance of the
findings, techniques for measuring verbal impression management in the employment
interview still need to be developed and/or refined.
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Another problem in the measurement of impression management in Study 2
concerned the possible confounding of pure attempts at impression management from valid
comments that were also socially desirable. In Study 2, those candidates who gave highly
appropriate answers to interviewers' questions may have also been rated as engaging in
effective impression management . It is important to note that operationally defining
impression management in this manner made it difficult to distinguish a candidate's "pure"
impression management attempts from valid responses that only appeared to be impression
management.
Another limitation of Study 2 is that the relationship between self-monitoring and
nonverbal impression management was not examined. Research has indicated that
interviewers are influenced by candidates' nonverbal impression management behavior
(Imada & Hakel, 1977; Rasmussen, 1984). Since self-monitoring appears to be related to
a person's success at impression management (Snyder, 1987), it is likely that selfmonitoring is also related to candidates' use of nonverbal impression management in their
interviews. Future research is needed to examine the effects of self-monitoring on
nonverbal impression management.
While the self-monitoring effects that were found in Study 1 and in Study 2 were
relatively small, these effects should not be dismissed as trivial. For instance, Abelson
(1985) describes how small effect sizes can amount to large savings in organizations when
they manifest themselves in activities that recur at a high rate. Therefore, if companies
conduct 500 interviews a year, a small effect size can translate into significant increases in
productivity over the long run. The research on selection utility also indicates that small
improvements in the validity of selection methods can result in large productivity gains.
For example, Schmidt, Hunter, McKenzie, and Muldrow (1979) demonstrated how
hundreds of millions of dollars in increased productivity could be realized by increasing the
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validity of selection decisions when selecting computer programers for one year in the
federal government.

Areas for Future Research

Future research should continue to examine the role of verbal impression
management in the interview. Given the psychometric problems of the scales that were
used in the present research it will be necessary to refine these scales or develop new scales
to measure verbal impression management. In order to improve the psychometric
properties of the existing scales, it may be necessary to ask candidates additional questions.
It may also be beneficial to have professional interviewers provide "expert" ratings. An
alternative scheme for coding impression management behaviors would be to record the
number and type of impression management tactics a candidate uses during the interview.
These observations could be compared to the interviewer's ratings of the candidate to see
which behaviors were effective. Social-psychologists (Schlenker, 1980; Jones & Pittman,
1982) have already identified the tactics that people use in their attempts to create a positive
impression. Therefore, it seems like it should be feasible to develop a coding scheme
based on this research.
An examination of the relationship between candidate self-monitoring and

nonverbal behavior would probably reveal important information about the interview
process. A simultaneous examination of interviewers' and candidates' verbal and
nonverbal behavior in the interview would reveal even more information about the
interview process. To date, only one person has tried to examine interviewer and candidate
behavior simultaneously. Tullar (1989) used relational control analyses (c.f. Rogers and
Farace, 1975; Ellis, 1976) to examine candidate and interviewer verbal behavior in the
interview. He found that candidate and interviewer relational control behavior was
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significantly related to candidates' success in their interviews. Future research should
examine the relationship between self-monitoring and candidate and interviewer relational
control behavior in the interview.
New information about the interview process might be gained by identifying and
examining interviewer individual difference variables that influence how ratings of general
employability, fit, and final recommendations are made. Some research has already
examined the relationship between interviewers' self-monitoring orientations and their
candidate evaluations (Snyder, Berscheid & Matwychuk, 1988). This research indicates
that high self-monitoring interviewers base their judgments largely on superficial
information such as appearance, whereas low self-monitoring interviewers tend to
emphasize personal dispositions. Therefore, high self-monitoring interviewers may be
affected more by candidates' impression management behavior than low self-monitoring
interviewers.
In summary, the present research demonstrated that candidates' self-monitoring
orientations predicted interviewers' ratings in actual interviews for people-oriented jobs.
This research also found that high self-monitoring job candidates may differ from low selfmonitoring candidates in the degree to which they engage in verbal impression management
in interviews. It is suggested that these differences in verbal impression management may
influence interviewing ratings.
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Dear Inteiviewer:
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. Your inteIView ratings and
recommendations will be used for research purposes only and will remain strictly
confidential. No one will see the information you provide except for the researcher. After
the study is completed the researcher will send you a summary of the results if you provide
a mailing address.
Please take a moment after each inteIView to rate the candidate on each of the
dimensions described below. Then, make the three summary judgments described at the
bottom of the rating form (attached). Please read the descriptions of the dimensions before
you rate anyone and try to be as candid as possible in your ratings and recommendations.
You should have 14 copies of the rating form in this packet. Make sure you write the
candidates' name at the top of the rating form. Please return all completed forms to the
researcher.

Interview Dimensions
Interview Preparation refers to whether the candidate exhibited knowledge of the
company and the positions open and whether he or she asked pertinent questions about
them.
Appropriateness of Appearance refers to the appropriateness of the candidate's
grooming, posture, dress, manners and neatness (e.g., did any of these enhance or detract
from your general impression of the candidate).
Attractiveness refers to how attractive you thought the candidate was.
Communication Ability refers to a candidate's ability to speak spontaneously, use
grammar and vocabulary well, and articulate his or her thoughts clearly.
Obtaining Information refers to the skill and ease with which the candidate obtained
information about the company and the job by asking questions during the inteiview.
Composure refers to how the candidate reacted to stress during the inteiview (e.g., was
the candidate poised, confident, and comfortable?).
Appropriateness of Verbal Communication refers to appropriateness of the
candidate's responses in terms of timing and quantity (e.g., did the candidate talk too much
or too little or constantly interrupt you?).
Responsiveness to Questions refers to whether the candidate responded concisely,
cooperated fully in answering questions, stated personal feelings when relevant, and kept
to the subject at hand.
Sincerity refers to whether the candidate appeared to be genuine and honest.
Likability refers to whether the candidate inspired liking.
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Directions:
Rate each candidate using the 5-point scale provided, referring to the dimension descriptions as needed.
~ the number that best describes the candidate. Candidates' ratings should range from poor to excellent
or low to high on each dimension.
Interview

Preparation

Appropriateness or Appearance

Communication

Obtaining

Ability

Information

Composure

Appropriateness or Verbal
Communication
Responsiveness

to

Questions

Excellent

5

3
Average

4

2

3
Average

4

1
Poor

2

3
Average

4

1
Poor

2

3
Average

4

1
Poor

2

3
Average

4

1
Poor

2

3
Average

4

5
Excellent

1
Poor

2

3
Average

4

5
Excellent

3
Average

4

5

1
Poor
1
Low

Attractiveness

Average

Poor

2

Excellent

5
High

5
Excellent

5
Excellent

5
Excellent

1
Low

2

Sincerity

1
Low

2

3
Average

4

Likability

5
High

2

3

4

5

High

Please Indicate below how easy you think It will be for this candidate
to find a job In the field he or she is seeking employment.
1
2
3
4
5
This candidate has clear
This candidate has skills which
This candidate has great
weaknesses which will make it
should make it fairly easy for
qualifications and JX)tcntial and
hard for him or her to find a job
should be in great demand.
him or her to find a job in this
in this field.
field.

Please Indicate If this job applicant Is a good candidate for your company.
1
2
3
4
5
This candidate would not fit in
This candidate would probably fit
This person is a great candidate
well in my company.
and he or she would fit in well in
in okay in my company.
my company.
Please Indicate what your employment recommendation Is for this candidate.
1
2
3
4
5
Definitely reject
May hire or invite for
Definitely hire
a second interview
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APPENDIX B

INTRODUCTION TO PROSPECTIVE
STUDY PARTICIPANTS
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Introduction to Study
Company _ _ _ _ _ __, has agreed to participate in a study to determine
how well prepared UT graduates are for the jobs they are seeking. In order to obtain the
information that we need to complete the study, we would like you to fill out a short
questionnaire and for you to give us permission to obtain a copy of your resume which is
on file at the placement center. No one will see this information except for the researchers.
Participation in this study is strictly voluntary so if you do not want to be a part of this
study please tell us. If you do want to be a part of this study sign the informed
consent/release form (below) which will give us access to your resume which is on file at
the placement center.
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APPENDIX C

CANDIDATE QUESTIONNAIRE
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Informed Consent/Release Form
Dear Student:
The present study is examining how well prepared UT graduates are for the jobs they
are seeking. Job preparation will be assessed by looking at job candidates' resumes and
responses on a personal styles questionnaire and interviewers' responses on another
questionnaire. In order to obtain the information we need to complete the study, we would
like you to fill out a one page questionnaire and for you to give us permission to obtain a
copy of your resume which is on file at the placement center.
There are no identifiable risks for participating in this study. Your responses and
those of your interviewer will remain strictly confidential and be used for research purposes
only. No one will see the information you provide except for the researcher and all data
will be kept in a secure location. The responses of individual participants will never be
identified. Your participation is voluntary and you may terminate, without penalty, your
participation at any time.
I have read the above statements and agree to participate in the study. By signing my
name below I authorize the researcher to obtain a copy of my resume from the placement
center.
Name
Date
Please indicate below the activities you participated in to prepare for your interview/s by
placing an x by all statements that apply.
_ _ _ I read a book on "how to interview"
_ _ _I attended a class on business career planning and placement
_ _ _I attended an interview skills workshop
_ _ _I was videotaped during a mock interview
_ _ _ I received feedback from other interviewers via my file at the placement center
_ _ _ Nothing
How long did it take you to prepare for this interview?
Did you use the placement center's library?
How many interviews have you had during the past year (not including this one)?
What did you prepare for this interview? For example, did you research company records?
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Your responses to the following statements will tell us about your style of dealing with people. Your answers on
this questionnaire will be used for research purposes only and will remain strictly confidential. Indicate the

degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement by circling the response which best describes your
feeling toward the statement Please respond with an accurate description of yourself. not how you hope or wish
you were.

SD
strongly disagree

D
disagree

u
undecided

A
agree

SA
strongly
agree

SD D U A SA

1. My major accomplishments are entirely due to my hard work and ability.

SD D U A SA

2. I am often able to read people's true emotions correctly through their eyes.

SD D U A SA

3. Once I know what the situation calls for, it's easy for me to regulate my actions accordingly.

SD D U A SA

4. When I get what I want, it's usually because I worked hard for it

SD D U A SA

5. I have the ability to control the way I come across to people, depending on the impression I wish to
give them.

SD D U A SA

6. I can usually tell when I have said something inappropriate by reading it in the listener's eyes.

SD D U A SA

7. I am able to do things as well as most other people.

SD D U A SA

8. I have found that I can adjust my behavior to meet the requirements of any situation I find myself in.

SD D U A SA

9. If I were offered the job for which I am interviewing, I would definitely take it.

SD D U A SA

10. My powers of intuition are quite good when it comes to understanding others' emotions and
motives.

SD D U A SA

11. In general, the only real judge of my accomplishments is me.

SD D U A SA

12. Even when it might be to my advantage, I have difficulty putting up a good front.

SD D U A SA

13. I can usually tell when others consider a joke to be in bad taste, even though they may laugh
convincingly.

SD D U A SA

14. In social situations, I have the ability to later my behavior if I feel that something else is called for.

SD D U A SA

15. I feel that I have a number of good qualities.

SD D U A SA

16. If someone is lying to me, I usually know it at once from the person's manner of expression.

SD D U A SA

17. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others.

SD D U A SA

18. When I feel that the image I am portraying is not working, I can readily change it to something that
does.

SD D U A SA

19. I have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and different situations.

SD D U A SA

20. On any sort of exam or competition, I like to know how well I do relative to everyone else.

SD D U A SA

21. In conversations, I am sensitive to even the slightest change in the facial expression of the person
I am conversing with.

SD D U A SA

22. When I make plans, I am almost certain to make them work.
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APPENDIX D

RESUME RATING FORM
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Resume Rating Form
GPA

___in. major

---overall

Months of General Work Experience (fast food industry, department store clerk, bartender)
0
=
None
=
< 12 months
1
=
12 - 36 months
2
3
=
> 36 months
Professional Work Experience (experience in field, full time work experience in another field)

0
none

1
1 internship

2

3

2+internships in field
but no experience or
1 job in field lasting
more than 3 months

2jobs &
1 internship
or3 or more
internships

4
3+ jobs in field
lasting > 3 months or
starting own business or
full time work experience
for an extended period of time

Note:
Co-op students were given credit for 2 or 3 internships depending on how long they had
been participating in the cooperative program.
Extracurricular Activities

1
none

2
belongs to
1+ clubs
provides
no further
information

4
3
5
major involvement
major involvement
major involvement
in 1-2 activities/clubs in 3-4 activities/clubs in 5+ activities/clubs
-held offices
-held offices
-held office/s
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APPENDIX E

MOCK JOB INTERVIEW
CANDIDATE PACKET
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Announcing:

Mock Job Interviews

When?

Currently in progress
Limited times available during April.

Where?

IMC

What is required?
•sign up for an interview time with Professor Long
•prepare for your interview by reviewing company information
•provide a copy of a resume or fill out the attached biographical data sheet
•complete the research questionnaire
•agree to be videotaped
•review videotape with Professor Long or view it yourself at the IMC
The completed research questionnaire and a copy of your resume should be returned to
Professor Long 3 days before your scheduled interview. Slide it under her office door or
leave it in her mailbox.

Interview Directions
Treat the interview as if it were real. Professional attire is recommended but not required.
Prepare for the interview by reading the company brochure. Anticipate questions the
interviewer may ask you and prepare for them. Prepare some questions to ask the
interviewer.

What do I get in return?
An opportunity to practice your interview skills in a "stress-free" environment and an
opportunity to receive feedback on your performance in an interview. Some management
instructors may give extra credit for participating in this research project.
If you are interested in signing up for a mock job interview contact Professor Long in the
Phone: 474-2039
Management Department.
Office: Bldg 38, Rm 132.
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Company: Myersons Retail Department Store
Founded: 1972 by Samuel Myerson of Dallas, Texas
Stores: 27 stores in Texas, Arkansas, Oklahoma, Louisiana, Alabama.
Corporate Headquarters:

Myersons, Inc.
4300 Executive Park
Dallas, Texas 75137-0031
(214) 235-5000

Background Information
Myersons is a rapidly expanding retail department store chain. It sells clothing,
housewares, and small appliances. Myersons is currently negotiating to purchase a
department store chain based out of Atlanta, Georgia. As a result the opportunities for
advancement are excellent.
Myersons is well known for its excellent customer service. At Myersons customer
satisfaction is our number one priority. We sell only quality prcxiucts and we take good
care of our employees. We provide a supportive work environment for our employees so
they can grow and reach their full potential. We are dedicated to the future.

Position: Management Trainee
Store Management track or Merchandising track
Benefits: medical and dental insurance, life insurance, most holidays paid, 2 weeks
vacation (1st year), 20% employee discount, pension plan.
Management Training Program (6 months)
2 months "on the floor"
Will assist a department manager at one of the Dallas area Myersons stores for two months
to gain experience working "on the floor" and to become familiar with company sales
policies.

2 months in the Merchandising Division
Will work with a buyer in the Merchandising division.

2 months in the Store Management Division
Will learn store management procedures.
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Successful management trainees typically possess the following
characteristics:
•a management or liberal arts education
•good communication skills
•strong analytical and decision making skills
•good organizational skills
•good planning skills
•willingness to work hard and long hours
•self-motivated
•a variety of work experience
•some management experience

Management Advancement Track
Merchandising Track
Assistant buyer-->Buyer-->Division Mgr-->General Mgr

Store Management Track
Area Sales Mgr-->Assistant Store Mgr-->Store Merchandise Mgr-->Store Mgr-->Regional Mgr
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Biographical Data Sheet
Name
Address

Educational Background
1. School

2.

The University of West Florida

Dates Attended
Degree Sought
Major
Overall GPA
GPA in major

Work Experience
List and briefly describe your work experience starting with your most recent job and then
working backwards (include the dates you worked each job). If you have had numerous
jobs then just list the jobs that seem most relevant to the position for which you are
applying.

1. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

2.

3.

Honors and Activities
1.
2.

3. - - - - - - - - - -

4.
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Job Candidate Questionnaire
Your responses to the following statements will tell us about your style of dealing with
people. Your answers on this questionnaire will be used for research purposes only and
will remain strictly confidential. Indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with
each statement by circling the response which best describes your feeling toward the
statement. Please respond with an accurate description of yourself. not how you hope or
wish you were.
SD
strongly disagree

D
disagree

u

A

SA

undecided

agree

strongly

agree
SD D U A SA

1. In conversations, I am sensitive to even the slightest change in the facial expression
of the person I am conversing with.

SD D U A SA

2. I am often able to read people's true emotions correctly through their eyes.

SD D U A SA

3. Once I know what the situation calls for, it's easy for me to regulate my actions
accordingly.

SD D U A SA

4. I have trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and different situations.

SD D U A SA

5. I have the ability to control the way I come across to people, depending on the
impression I wish to give them.

SD DU A SA

6. I can usually tell when I have said something inappropriate by reading it in the
listener's eyes.

SD DU A SA

7. Even when it might be to my advantage, I have difficulty putting up a good front.

SD DU A SA

8. I have found that I can adjust my behavior to meet the requirements of any situation
I find myself in.

SD DU A SA

9. In social situations, I have the ability to alter my behavior if I feel that something
else is called for.

SD DU A SA

10. My powers of intuition are quite good when it comes to understanding others'
emotions and motives.

SD DU A SA

11. If someone is lying to me, I usually know it at once from the person's manner of
expression.

SD DU A SA

12. When I feel that the image I am portraying is not working, I can readily change it
to something that does.

SDDUASA

13. I can usually tell when others consider a joke to be in bad taste, even though they
may laugh convincingly.

SD DU A SA

14. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others.
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SD D U A SA

15. !feel that I have a numberof good qualities.

SD D U A SA

16. On any sort of exam or competition, I like to know how well I do relative to
everyone else.

SD DU A SA

17. My major accomplishments are entirely due to my hard work and ability.

SD DU A SA

18. When I make plans, I am almost certain to make them work.

SD D U A SA

19. When I get what I want, it's usually because I worked hard for iL

SD D U A SA

20. I am able to do things as well as most other people.

SD D U A SA

21. In general, the only real judge of my accomplishments is me.

SD D U A SA

22. Coordinating the activities of a department in a large organization is well within
the scope of my abilities.

SD D U A SA

23. I prefer games involving some luck over games requiring pure skill.

SD D U A SA

24. I usually don't set goals because I have a hard time following through on them.

SD D U A SA

25. I will be able to perform successfully in a management role.

SD D U A SA

26. I am confident that, as a manager, I would have the ability to effectively deal with
unexpected or stressful situations.

SD DU A SA

27. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.

SD D U A SA

28. I feel that my managerial skills and abilities equal or exceed those of my future
colleagues.

SD DU A SA

29. I wish I could have more respect for myself.

SD D U A SA

30. I would be able to plan the strategic activities of a department in a large
organization

SD D U A SA

31. I certainly feel useless at Limes.

SD D U A SA

32. At times I think I am no good at all.

SD D U A SA

33. I could appropriately assign or delegate work responsibility to employees.

SD D U A SA

34. Competition discourages excellence.

SD D U A SA

35. I feel I do not have much to be proud of.

SD D U A SA

36. I will be able to handle challenging management responsibilities.

SD D U A SA

37. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.

SD D U A SA

38. It's pointless to keep working on something that's too difficult for me.

SD DU A SA

39. Often people get ahead just by being lucky.
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SD D U A SA

40. I take a positive attitude toward myself.

SD D U A SA

41. Before voting, I thoroughly investigate the qualifications of all the candidates

SD D U A SA

42. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble.

SD D U A SA

43. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged.

SD D U A SA

44. I have never intensely disliked anyone.

SD D U A SA

45. On occasion I have had doubts about my ability to succeed in life.

SD DU A SA

46. I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my way.

SD D U A SA

47. I am always careful about my manner of dress.

SD D U A SA

48. My table manners at home are as good as when I eat out in a restaurant

SD D U A SA

49. If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure I was not seen, I would

probably do it.
SD D U A SA

50. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I thought too little

of my ability.
SD D U A SA

51. I like to gossip at times.

SD D U A SA

52. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority even

though I knew they were right.
SD D U A SA

53. No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener.

SD D U A SA

54. I can remember "playing sick" to get out of something.

SD D U A SA

55. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.

SD D U A SA

56. I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.

SD D U A SA

57. I always try to practice what I preach.

SD D U A SA

58. I don't find it particularly difficult to get along with loud mouthed, obnoxious
people.

SD D U A SA

59. I sometimes try to get even, rather than forgive and forget

SD D U A SA

60. When I don't know something I don't at all mind admitting it.

SD DU A SA

61. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable.

SD D U A SA

62. At times I have really insisted on having things my own way.

SD D U A SA

63. There have been occasions when I felt like smashing things.

SD D U A SA

64. I would never think of letting someone else be punished for my wrongdoings.
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SD D U A SA

65. I never resent being asked to return a favor.

SD D U A SA

66. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my own.

SD D U A SA

67. I never make a long trip without checking the safety of my car.

SD D U A SA

68. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others.

SD D U A SA

69. I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off.

SD D U A SA

70. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me.

SD D U A SA

71. I have never felt that I was punished without cause.

SD D U A SA

72. I sometimes think when people have a misfortune they only got what they
deserved

SD D U A SA

73. I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's feelings.
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INTERVIEWER'S SCRIPT
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Interviewer's Script
1. Your resume says you worked at _ _ _ _ _ _ _. What did you like and what
did you dislike about this job. (not coded)
2. Based on your past work experience describe the kind of environment you would
feel most comfortable working in?
3. Why would you like a career in the retail industry?
4. What are your career goals?
5. Why do you want to work for Myersons?
6. Interviewer inquires about a weakness
-Your GPA is only a 2.0...
-You don't have much (any) management experience ...
-You don't have much work experience...
7. What is your greatest strength?
8. What is your greatest weakness?
9. Why do you think you would be a good candidate for this position?
10. What kind of team management experience and/or skills do you have? (not coded)
11. The interviewer tells the candidate that he or she may have to travel a lot if he or
she is selected for the Merchandising track. The candidate is also told that he or
she will probably have to relocate after the 6 month training program is completed,
and perhaps again, with each move "up the career ladder". The candidate is then
asked "How do you feel about the prospect of having to travel a lot and
relocating?"
12. Do you have any questions about the job?
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APPENDIX G

DIRECTIONS AND RATING FORMS
FOR EXPERT RATERS
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Interview Study
Social Desirability Ratings
Introduction
The process by which individuals manage or change various aspects of their
behavior in order to make a positive impression on others is often referred to as
"impression management" (Jones & Pittman, 1982; Schlenker, 1980). Closely related to
the idea of impression management is the notion of social desirability. Social desirability
refers to a person's tendency to give responses that are socially desirable and not to admit
past behavior that could be construed as unacceptable. Given the evaluative nature of the
employment interview and the fact that candidates are highly aware that they are being
judged, some researchers suggest that "all candidate behavior in interviews can be looked
on as impression management, albeit with varying degrees of consciousness, control, and
success" (Fletcher, 1989, p. 269-270).
The research on communicative dimensions of interview performance suggests that
job candidates influence interviewers largely through verbal communications (as opposed
to nonverbal behavior). In order to gain a better understanding of the interview process, I
would like to analyze job candidates' verbal behavior in the employment interview from the
social desirability standpoint I am in the process of developing a rating form which will
reflect the social desirability of candidates' responses to 10 common interview questions. I
need your input as an expert rater. Instructions on how to rate candidates' responses to 10
common interview questions, shown on the following pages, are provided on the next
page.
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Directions:
1. Read Einhom's article, An inner view of the job interview: An investigation of

successful communicative behaviors.
2. On the next 6 pages you will find 10 common interview questions that 89 "job
candidates" were asked in mock job interviews with Myersons, Inc.* Following each
question is a list of the most common responses to that question. You will notice that the
number of possible responses to each question varies with the question at hand. Your job
is to determine how socially desirable each answer is. Start by rank ordering the responses
in terms of their social desirability. Next, assign a numeric value ranging from 1-6 to each
response where 1 indicates a low level of social desirability and a 6 indicates a high level of
social desirability and circle your rating on the scale provided at the left of each possible
response. Use the scale shown below when assigning a numeric value to each response.

1
low
social
desirability

2

3

4

5

moderate
social
desirability

6
high
social
desirability

Example:
Question #1

Your resume says you worked at
~----.
you liked and disliked about this job.

Tell me what

1 2 3 4 5 6

(_5_) Candidate describes the job in tenns of the skills he or she gained in such a
way that the interviewer could make positive inferences about the candidate.

1 2 3 4 5 6

(_1_) Candidate has nothing good to say about his/her Conner employer.

1 2 3 4 5 6

(_4_) Candidate cites only positive aspects of fonner job or provides a basic job
description.

1 2 3 4 5 6

(_3_) Candidate describes positive and negative aspects of his/her former job but
doesn't criticize his/her fonner employer and/or management practices. Since I
don't have the appropriate education there are few opportunities for advancement.

1 2 3 4 5 6

(_2_) Candidate describes positive...arul negative aspects of his/her former job. Is
highly critical of his/her fonner employer and/or management practices.

*Myersons is a fictitious retail company. The Myersons recruiting pamphlet that "candidates" were given
is attached.
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Question #2

Based on your past work experience describe the kind of
environment you would feel most comfortable working in?

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate explains his/her ideal working environment without any
hesitation. Description may or may not be consistent with what Myersons has
to offer.

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate describes an environment similar to Myersons'. I want to work
in a store like Myersons. I would like to work in sales or retail . Myersons'
recruiting pamphlet describes the characteristics of past "successful" management
trainees. The candidate may indicate that he/she possesses one or more of these
characteristics when answering this question.

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate has no response (caught off guard).

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate tries to answer question but is highly uncertain about the
"correctness" of his or her answer, in some cases changing his/her answer one or
more times.

Question #3

1 2 3 4 5 6

Why do you think you would like a career in the retail industry?

LJ Candidate offers specific reasons for wanting a career in the retail industry
and elaborates on them. / worked at Sears as a department manager for 4 years.
I am personally familiar with the responsibility and challenges of a career in the
retail industry and I am excited about furthering my career in the retail industry

I 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate offers superficial reasons for wanting a career in the retail
industry. I like shopping. It sounds interesting (fun). It would be a change
(something different).

I 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate offers specific reasons for wanting a career in the retail industry
but doesn't elaborate on them. I like responsibility and challenge. I have prior
experience in the field (no elaboration on the nature of the experience).
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Question #4 What are your career goals?
1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate's career goals are generally consistent with the opportunities
available at Myersons. I would like a career in management.

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ I want to retire early. I want a job that isn't too challenging.

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate cites "personal" goals instead of career goals. I want to be a
success. I want to graduate from college. I want to go to graduate school.

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate cites a specific "position goal".
I want to be a Myersons store merchandise manager.

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate's career goals are clearly inconsistent with Myersons' objectives.
I plan to pursue a career in the Army.

Question #5 Why do you want to work for Myersons?

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate compliments the company/recruiter and comments on some
aspect of the company profile, demonstrating that he/she read Myersons'
recruiting pamphlet The candidate also makes it clear that he/she would achieve
his/her career goals while working for Myersons. In some cases the candidate
may even identify with Myersons as if he/she was already employed. We
can/will ...

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate compliments the company/recruiter and comments on some
aspect of the company profile, demonstrating that he/she read Myersons'
recruiting pamphlet. Myersons has good employee relations. Myersons is
expanding with a lot of opportunities for advancement.

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate doesn't cite any specific reasons for seeking employment with
Myersons. It's a nice place to work. It would be fun (a change).

125

Question #6

Your GPA is much lower than the average GPA of our new
management trainees ... You seem to be lacking in management
experience ...

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate doesn't acknowledge weakness or acknowledges weakness but
doesn't try to compensate for it or makes a feeble attempt to compensate for
weakness.

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate assumes responsibility for weakness but quickly refocuses the
interviewer's attention on a compensatory strength. Doesn't offer evidence to
support claims of competence.

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate acknowledges weakness and dwells on it

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate assumes responsibility for weakness but immediately refocuses
the interviewer's attention on a compensatory strength and offers concrete
evidence to support his/her claims of competence./ have taken these steps ..

1 2 3 4 5 6

U Candidate acknowledges weakness and becomes defensive. Candidate may
even resort to placing blame on someone else.

Question #7

What is your greatest strength?

1 2 3 4 5 6

U Myersons' recruiting pamphlet describes the characteristics of past
"successful" management trainees. Candidate claims to possess 1 or more of
these characteristics .aru1 provides substantial support for his/her claims.

1 2 3 4 5 6

U

1 2 3 4 5 6

U

Candidate claims to have 1 or more positive interpersonal or professional
traits (traits may not necessarily be relevant to job at hand) and describes at least
one of them in some detail.

1 2 3 4 5 6

U Candidate claims to have 1 or more positive interpersonal or professional
traits but doesn't elaborate on any of them.

Candidate doesn't answer question.
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Question #8
1 2 3 4 5 6

What is your greatest weakness?

(_) Candidate cites a weakness that could be seen as a strength.

I am a perfectionist.
1 2 3 4 5 6

(_) Myersons' recruiting pamphlet describes the characteristics of past
"successful" management trainees. Candidate claims to ~ 1 or more of these
characteristics.

1 2 3 4 5 6

(_) Candidate claims to have no weaknesses.

1 2 3 4 5 6

(_) Candidate claims to have an innocuous weakness "I don't like taking
inventory." "I don't like closing late at night".

I 2 3 4 5 6

(_) Candidate cites weakness followed by a compensatory strength that is
highly salient.

1 2 3 4 5 6

(_) Candidate has no response.

Question #9

Why are you a good candidate for this position?

1 2 3 4 5 6

(_) Candidate claims to possess 1 or more positive interpersonal or
professional traits but doesn't elaborate on any of them.

1 2 3 4 5 6

(_) Myersons' recruiting pamphlet describes the characteristics of past
"successful" management trainees. The candidate claims to possess 1 or more of
these characteristics but doesn't provide much support for his/her claims.
Candidate claims to have one or more positive qualities not listed in the
recruiting pamphlet and elaborates on them.

1 2 3 4 5 6

(_) Myersons' recruiting pamphlet describes the characteristics of past
"successful" management trainees. The candidate claims to possess I or more of
these characteristics aru1 provides concrete examples of instances when he/she
used these skills. In some cases the candidate may even identify with Myersons
as if he/she was already employed. We can/will ...

1 2 3 4 5 6

(_) Candidate says "I know I could contribute" (doesn't say how).

1 2 3 4 5 6

(_) Candidate indicates that he/she doesn't feel suitable for the position.
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Question
#11

You will have to relocate after 6 months of training and you
may be asked to move every 2-3 years thereafter. How do you
feel about the prospect or having to travel and relocate so
frequently?

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate indicates that he/she has some reservations about the frequent
travel and relocation but is still interested in the position.

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate indicates that traveling and relocating would be "no problem".

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate indicates that traveling and relocating is a major problem that
he/she can't deal with.

1 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate indicates that traveling and relocating would be "no problem" and
offers specific evidence to support this claim . / lived in 10 different states and 2
foreign cowitries as a child and I am accustomed to traveling and relocating every
1-2 years.

Question
#12
1 2 3 4 5 6

I 2 3 4 5 6

Do you have any questions about the job?

LJ Candidate asks questions that demonstrate that he/she read Myersons'
recruiting pamphlet. Candidate asks other "intelligent sounding" job-related
questions.
LJ Candidate asks inappropriate or trivial questions. Do you have annual
picnics for your employees?

I 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate asks questions that were answered in Myersons' recruiting
pamphlet (it is obvious that the candidate did not do his/her homework).

I 2 3 4 5 6

LJ Candidate doesn't have any questions.
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VITA

Esther Joy Long (Dedrick) was born in Sonora, Mexico on December 11, 1964.
She completed grades 1-9 in Mexico where she lived with her parents who were
missionaries. In 1979 she moved to Duncanville, Texas where she attended Duncanville
High School, excelling in both academics and athletics. After graduating from high school
in 1982, Esther was awarded a full athletic scholarship to Texas A & M University. While
at Texas A & M, she ran cross country and track and graduated cum laude with a Bachelor
of Science in Psychology in August, 1986. In September, 1986 Esther began her graduate
studies at The University of Tennessee, Knoxville and in May, 1992 received her Ph.D. in
Industrial and Organizational Psychology. She is currently employed as an assistant
professor of management at The University of West Florida in Pensacola, Florida.
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